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РКЕҒАСЕ 


Konrad Meisterhans published the first edition of his Grammatik der attischen In- 
schriften in 1885. This was the first comprehensive reference grammar based on Attic 
inscriptions, and it provided the foundation for the study of the language of these 
important sources for the history of the Attic dialect. А revised and expanded second 
edition appeared in 1888. In compiling these volumes Meisterhans used the recently 
issued volumes of the first edition of the Inscriptiones graecae (IG 1--НІ, 1873—), 
although some fascicles had not appeared even by the time of his second edition.! 
Eduard Schwyzer, who two years before had been awarded first prize in a competition 
organized by the University of Zürich for his Grammatik der pergamenischen In- 
schriften (issued unter the name Schweizer, which he was using in his earlier years), 
published his greatly expanded third edition of the grammar of Meisterhans in 1900. 
This volume has remained the standard work of reference. In making his revisions 
Schwyzer was able to use all the fascicles and supplements to IG І-Ш except some 
of the indices. He also sought new texts in recent issues of periodicals, chiefly the 
Athenische Mitteilungen, Bulletin de correspondance bellénique, Athenaion, and 
Archaiologike Ephemeris. The last two were both being published in Greece. Although 
Schwyzer’s own description of his revision as “meine in kurzer Zeit durchgefiihrte und 
fast nur die neu erschienenen Texte beriicksichtigende Bearbeitung”? is certainly 
unduly modest, he was unable to do more than make extensive additions to the earlier 
work, which he had to leave essentially unchanged. Most of his additions were new 
examples, but he also greatly increased the usefulness of the book by placing greater 
emphasis on explaining orthographical phenomena from a philological standpoint. 
He also gave the work a more comprehensive character by systematically including 
evidence from the defixiones just published by Wiinsch in ІС Ш. 3 and from the dipinti 
on Attic black- and red-figure vases published in P. Kretschmer’s Die griechischen 
Vaseninschriften ibrer Sprache nach untersucbt.? A few dipinti had also been men- 
tioned by Meisterhans. 

The dissertation of W. Lademann, De titulis atticis quaestiones orthographicae et 
grammaticae, published in 1915 and justifiably praised by Schwyzer,5 made the next 
major contribution to the grammatical study of Attic inscriptions. Lademann was 
able to use the first fascicle of IG IP, part one (nos. 1—831, state decrees) and most of 


1 Notably the third fascicle of the supplements to ІСІ (ІСІ, suppl. pp. 133—206, appeared 
1891); the supplements to IG II (IG 11.5, appeared 1895); the indices to IG II (1893) and to the 
supplements to IG I (1903); the volume of В. Wünsch containing the defixiones (IG Ш.3, 1897). 

2 Berliner philologische Wochenschrift 36 (1916) col. 1371. 3 Published at Gütersloh, 1894. 

* Kirchhaini, 1915. 5 Cf. note 2 supra. 
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the second fascicle (nos. 832 ff., state and other decrees).5 Lademann's work is actually 
an appendix to the Meisterhans-Schwyzer grammar, treating a selected number of 
problems, many of them phonological, and concentrating on texts of the Hellenistic 
Period. А more recent series of such appendices, apparently independent of Lademann, 
but including the evidence of the numerous new texts published in the last sixty 
years, has been published by A.S. Henry in the Classical Quarterly;? these are also 
limited almost exclusively to texts of the Hellenistic Period.? 

Appendices limited to particular periods have naturally not replaced the grammar 
of Meisterhans and Schwyzer as the standard work of reference, although the dis- 
covery of large numbers of new Attic inscriptions since 1900 has made it a quite 
unreliable reference work today. By 1968 the American excavations (begun in 1931) 
in the Athenian Agora alone had already unearthed more than 7,000 new inscriptions. 
This site has yielded the largest number of texts, but large numbers have also been 
found in the Roman Agora, the Ceramicus, on the slopes of the Acropolis, and in many 
districts outside the city such as Brauron, Rhamnus, etc. Furthermore, the texts known 
to the nineteenth century have often been augmented by one or more new fragments, 
and even when they have not, many texts have been corrected and more accurately 
interpreted by scholars. The dates of many documents have also been changed or 
accurately fixed for the first time. All this new evidence has in fact made the grammar 
of Meisterhans and Schwyzer inaccurate in so many details that its complete revision 
has long been a desideratum for epigraphers and for philologists interested in Attic 
writing. 

The debt owed to Meisterhans, Lademann, and especially Schwyzer will often be 
apparent in these pages. The volume of new evidence, however, has become «o large 
that more than appendices to their work was needed. I have tried to base the present 
grammar on a comprehensive reexamination of all the evidence available. This plan 
has not been easy to execute: the sources of inscriptions today are a great deal more 
numerous and diverse than they were in the late nineteenth century, when virtually 
all the texts could be found in the Inscriptiones graecae and a few issues of some five 
periodicals. It was also clear almost from the beginning that a great many of the 
readings, especially those on stone inscriptions, would have to be verified by inspection 
of the monuments themselves. Ín section two of the Introduction (pp. 10ff. infra) 

6 At least he cites some texts in this fascicle by IG II? numbers, but others according to IG II 
or IG III numbers or periodicals; the IG IP? numbers are not necessarily from the earlier part of 
the fascicle. 

т СО n.s. 14 (1964) рр.2404:; 16 (1966) pp.291—297; 17 (1967) pp. 258-295 (Phonology); 
19 (1969) pp. 289—305 (Morphology). 

з Sven-Tage Teodorsson’s The Phonemic System of the Attic Dialect 400—340 B. C. (Studia 
graeca et latina Gothoburgensia 32, Lund 1974) appeared too late to be taken into consideration 
in this book, although I have been able to add a few references to it. His copious lists of examples 
usually include data from the Archaic Period and the fifth century as well as the Hellenistic Period. 
In general I do not believe that the methodological practices he employs are all correct, nor do I 
find convincing much of his interpretation of the data, especially when he assumes very carly 
dates for certain sound changes. 
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there is a survey of the various printed sources of texts of inscriptions and a discus- 
sion of the criteria used in selecting readings for verification. 

Following the precedent of Meisterhans and especially Schwyzer 1 have attempted 
to give explanations for most orthographical deviations. Although the explanation of 
many phenomena is apparent, there are many other cases which are controversial. 
Thus it is often difficult to decide whether a spelling anomaly is due to some purely 
mechanical cause, i.e. a graphic mistake such as a simple copying error or accidental 
omission, or whether there is in fact some phonological basis for it. Again, if phono- 
logical causes can reasonably be assumed, their precise nature may be disputable, or 
the implications of certain spellings as evidence for the pronunciation of contemporary 
Attic may be highly debatable. In some cases it seemed to me that no decision was 
possible, and I have listed two or more possible explanations. Doubtless some of my 
interpretations will not be accepted by all, but I did not feel that this grammar would 
be as useful if it were merely a descriptive collection of data, especially as the decision 
where to place many spellings was only possible after some interpretation had been 
given to them. In some cases, there was so much doubt that a spelling had to be 
treated under more than one category. The usefulness of the assembled data will not, 
I think, be vitiated by these grammatical explanations, whether my own or those of 
other scholars. Where such explanations have been made generations ago, I have 
not often repeated older bibliography unless still useful, but have preferred to refer 
the reader to some recent statement of the explanation, which will usually serve as 
a source of earlier bibliography on the problem. The bibliographies given in the 
individual sections are also not intended in any sense to be exhaustive: they merely 
refer the reader to the appropriate section of the grammar of Meisterhans and 
Schwyzer or other grammars (where older bibliographical references will normally 
be found, repeated by me only when indispensable) and to recent articles treating the 
phenomenon in question when they seemed particularly useful. 

The transliteration of Greek names into English is continually a difficulty. In most 
cases І have simply transliterated without Anglicizing the name, e.g. Kleombrotos, 
Kadmos, etc. But the striving for rigid consistency produces many forms which seem 
peculiar, and I see no reason why I should not write Macedonia, Sunium, rather than 
Makedonia, Sounion, since I do not call these places [ma-ke-do-ni-a], [su-ni-on]. 
I have accordingly kept the traditional forms for many well known toponyms, e.g. 
Attica, Acropolis, Sunium, Rhamnus, Ceramicus, Delphi, etc., and personal names, 
e.g. Achilles, Pericles, Socrates, etc. In the names of йе vase-painters I have simply 
copied Beazley's spelling of the name. 

Of the many who have provided help to me in the preparation of this book the 
greatest thanks go to Sterling Dow. It was he who first suggested this project to me, 
and for a decade he has consistently and constantly given his support in the form of 
encouragement, assistance in obtaining funds for research and publication, in sug- 
gestions and comments on the content of the work, and in many other ways. I would 
also like to thank especially Eugene Vanderpool for many helpful suggestions and an 
unflagging interest in this project. These two scholars have saved me from many 
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errors and wrong decisions. To Kevin Clinton I express the warmest thanks for much 
help and advice; through his help it was possible to verify the readings of almost all 
the texts at Eleusis, and the designation (L.) by an inscription at Eleusis normally 
means the verification of the reading was made by him. Ronald Stroud has tirelessly 
provided encouragement and advice, and was always willing to write yet another 
letter to further this project; І express my deepest gratitude to him here. I would like 
also to thank warmly Volkmar Schmidt, who read the proofs through the end of 
section 14 (p.267), and both supplied helpful references and suggested many 
corrections. Others who have helped me with specific problems include John Traill, 
James Oliver, John Lynch, John Kroll, Terrence Boring, Robert Rodgers, Barbara 
Saylor, Stella Grobel Miller, Stephen Miller, John More, David Jordan, Evie Bell, 
Andrea Shankman, and for help with the proofreading, Dennis Anderson and Victor 
and Cara Hanson. 

А great deal of the research for this volume would not have been possible without 
the constant help and willingness of Mrs. Dina Peppas-Delmousou, director of the 
Epigraphical Museum in Athens, and her kind and generous staff. Mention here 
cannot begin to thank sufficiently Mrs. Delmousou and her staff for their constant 
good will in dealing with the special problems of the epigraphical grammarian, often 
interested in only a few readings on a text. I also wish to thank the American School 
of Classical Studies at Athens, and especially James R. McCredie, director during most 
of the years I was preparing this volume, and Nancy Winter, librarian. 

It is a pleasure to record my warmest thanks to Sara Aleshire, who undertook the 
monumental task of typing the first version of a very difficult and demanding manu- 
script. But her assistance went beyond that of a typist, for she provided much editorial 
expertise, and saved me from many difficulties later on with sound advice. The bulk 
of the work of setting up the system of references was done with the aid of Craig 
Lewis, and Stephen Berard, Fran Hill, and James Clauss also assisted in this. Special 
thanks also go to Marjorie Kaiser and Jean Teague, for assistance in many ways. 

A fellowship from the American Council of Learned Societies enabled me to spend 
the year 1975—1976 in Athens, when a part of the research for this book was con- 
ducted. А grant from the Council and from the American Philosophical Society also 
enabled me to travel to Athens in the summer of 1970. I am grateful to Gordon Kirk- 
wood and to Cornell University for providing me with a fellowship during the summer 
of 1969. I express my thanks to the National Endowment for the Humanities, who 
provided me with a generous stipend for the summer of 1974, ahd to the American 
Philosophical Society, who awarded me a grant in the spring of that year, for making 
it possible for me to spend six months working on this project. The University of 
California, Berkeley, provided me with a fellowship in the summer of 1971, and 
through the Committee on Research, with travel funds in 1972, 1974, and 1977, and 
with a salary supplement in the summer of 1972. 

The publication of this book was made possible by a subsidy of $ 5000 from the 
National Endowment for the Humanities. I am very grateful to the Endowment for 
this award, and to Mr. Richard Koffler of the Endowment and Dr. John Wonder of 
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the New York office of Walter de Gruyter for their assistance with the applications. 
I wish also to thank very warmly Professor Glen Bowersock and the Department of 
the Classics of Harvard University for a grant of 52000 and the Committee оп 
Research of the University of California, Berkeley, for allowing the use of $ 1000 of 
research funds to aid in the cost of publishing this book. 

In conclusion I wish also to thank the staff of Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, for 
its help and patience with such a difficult book, especially Professor Dr. Heinz Wenzel, 
and for their wonderful editorial assistance, Mr. Klaus Otterburig and Mrs. Marion 


Jung. My thanks also to Messrs. Hubert & Co., Góttingen, for the fine job of printing 
such a difficult text. 


Gainesville, Florida, December 20, 1977 
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NOTES ОМ CITATIONS OF INSCRIPTIONS 


The now standard Leiden system of editorial signs is used throughout, and citations of earlier 
published texts using different systems have been revised accordingly. Thus: 


[]  endosetext now lost, but which can be restored with reasonable certainty. 

() enclose letters completing words intentionally abbreviated or shortened by the writer. 

«» enclose text which is believed to have been intended by the writer; letters may have been 
accidentally omitted by him; left incomplete (i.e. A for A); or others may have been 
wrongly carved in their place (i.e. A for A). 

() enclose text which is superfluous and was unintentionally added by the writer. 

[[ П indicate text deliberately erased in antiquity. 


а А dot under a letter means that traces оп the stone are not incompatible with it, but that 
other letters are also epigraphically possible (e.g. / could be A, A, or A) if the traces are 
considered by themselves without reference to the context. 


Dots represent lost or illegible letters equal in number to the number of dots. 
--- Нурһепв represent an uncertain number of lost letters. 
v = aletter-space left blank. 
vacat = partofa line left blank. 


| indicates the beginning of a new line on the monument, printed only where significant for 
the lemma, e.g. духа | uoc, where the extra iota might be due to beginning the new line, 
and | is therefore printed. 


ті means НІ on the stone; п indicates only Н on the stone. 


In general, quotations from inscriptions are given in lower-case letters with accents, breathings, 
etc., as in IG IP. Texts іп pre-403 script are given as іп ІС 12; when ambiguity is possible, spel- 
lings in Ionic script may follow the Attic script in parenthesis. 

The use of individual capital letters indicates the actual letters on the stone or other writing 
material. Thus “EI for E" means the actual carving of the letters EI in place of an E. This device 
is sometimes necessary to avoid confusion. Thus “e for є" would imply the use of diphthong or 
long vowel in place of a short vowel. But the “confusion of т and 1” simply indicates use of eta 
in place of iota (either short or long) and of iota in place of eta. 

Sequences of letters and sections of text are normally given in capital letters only when the 
letters cannot be interpreted unambiguously (i.e. they are not recognizable as a part of a word, 
or they could be interpreted in more than one way) or when there is some reason making it 
necessary to show the reader more accurately the appearance of the text. In such cases the letters 
indicate the principal features of the letters of the text, e.g. whether sigma is E ог $, A or V 
for lambda, etc.; but minor features of no interest for the grammar or for the restoration if the 
text is fragmentary are not necessarily rendered (i.e. tails on rho, projection of a letter above or 
below the line, etc.). 

Phonetic equivalents are given in square brackets (cf. infra, p. XXVIII). 


ХХУІ Notes on citations of inscriptions 


References to the various corpora of Greek inscriptions are to volume and number, the volume 
indicated by a Roman numeral, the number by an Arabic. Superscript numbers with volumes 
always indicate editions; fascicles are indicated by numerals on the line: 


IG ХЇЗ 
ІСІУ? 


Volume 12, fascicle 3 
Volume 4, edition 2 


The reference to the line follows the number of the text and is separated from it by a point on the 
line: 


IG Ш.3 no. 102а.2 = line 2 of no. 102a in ІС Ш, fascicle 3 


In order to simplify the numerous references to the second edition of the Attic corpus, the letters 
IG, the fascicle no., and no. before the number of the text are generally omitted, and IG II? and 
IG F are cited as П2, 12: 


I? 1672.3 = line 3 of no. 1672 in IG IF (in fascicle 1 of part 2) 
P 38.10 line 10 of no. 38 in IG І? 


Note: Avoided is the less correct designation of IG II? as IG П?/Ш?. 
For a particular lemma, the following citations mean: 


“Анфутас 121006, col. 2.108 = “Анфутас occurs in line 108 of column 2 
Alvíov IP 2461.54, 55 Aivfjov occurs in line 54 and again in line 55 
Ti I? 112.8 (bis) tfj occurs twice in line 8 


Tj I? 1.5, 8, etc.;0r = тїй occurs in lines 5, 8, and elsewhere 
IP? 1.5, 8, al. 


Феоалфас IP 1329.8-9 


Феоолфас begins in line 8 and is completed in line 9 


Where a given lemma is followed by several texts, the lemma will only be given for each text 
when the reading is partly restored or in some other way abnormal, cf. ёротфорўсаоа(у) іп 
6.014. 

Citations from SEG are to volume, number, and line, e.g. SEG 10.138.5 = line 5 of no. 138 
in volume 10. References to SEG are given only when they lead to useful bibliography or de- 
finitive texts, or when texts are published in publications not much used by epigraphers (cf. 
p.11 infra). Usually it is more useful to give the reference to the actual publication of a text 
rather than to SEG, as the reader can often find a photograph in the former. For Hesperia there 
is an excellent set of concordances to SEG by A.S. Henry, cf. Hesperia 36 (1967) pp. 196—224; 
37 (1968) pp.399—425; 38 (1969) pp. 522-529. References to tribute texts are given as in 
IG Р with the ATL 2 references added purely for convenience (e.g. they lead to photographs, 
bibliography, etc.). 

Wherever possible ambiguity whether a numeral refers to a ‘page’ or ‘number’ has been 
avoided, and except in citations from SEG and IG 12—12 as just explained, the use of ‘p.’ 
(= ‘page’) and ‘no.’ (= ‘number’) should make all references sufficiently clear. The cumbersome 
*ibid.', “ор. сії”, etc. used in SEG have been avoided in favor of repeated abbreviations, easier 
to read and easier to identify. The use of ‘ib.’ is confined to citations from a single text, e. р. 


BaoBOX o IP 3169/70.25, “АттбХла ib. 31= ВаоВАта occurs in line 25, "Аттадта in 
line 31, of IP 3169/70 


Notes on citations of inscriptions XXVII 


The confusing system of references to CIA (— Corpus inscriptionum Atticarum) used by 
MS? and others has been avoided in this book. The following table of equivalents may prove 
helpful: 


System in this book: = CIA system in MS?: 
ІСІ CIAI 

IG I suppl. CIAIV.1 

ІСІ CIA II 

ІС 1.5 CIAIV.2 

IG IH CIA III 

IG Ш.3 CIA Ш.3 (defixiones) 


Lademann has a peculiar practice of using “е.” to indicate the second edition of the IG: thus his 
“е. 38.10" = IG I? 38.10. 

The symbol (L.) (= ‘lapis’) always indicates confirmation of the reading(s) through exami- 
nation of the stone or squeeze(s) or both. Unless otherwise indicated, this symbol refers to all the 
lemmata cited from a given text at a given point. 


Dates: A system of Latin abbreviations similar to that employed by Kirchner in IG II? has 
been employed; all dates may be assumed to be В.С. unless otherwise indicated. 


s. Ia. — First century B.C. 

s. Пр. — Second century A.D. 

382/1 — During the (Julian) year ca. July 382—ca. June 381 
360—350 — During the decade 360—350 B. C. 

init. s. Пр. = Early in the second century A.D. 

fin. s, IIa. — Latein the second century B. C. 

s. ШЛА. = Sometime in the course of the period 300—100 B. C. 


fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip. = Sometime in the period of the late first century B.C. and the 
early first century А.Р”. 
Before the year 38/7 B. C. 


After the year 128/9 A.D. 

Throughout this book the following major periods are to be interpreted as follows: 
Archaic Period = ca. 725—ca. 479 B. C. 
Classical Period -- ca. 479—ca. 323 В.С. 


Hellenistic Period = ca. 323—ca. 31 B.C. 
Roman Period z ca. 31 B. C.—ca. 300 A.D. 


ante 38/7 
post 128/9р. 


Type of Text: The following abbreviations indicate the various types of texts cited: 


decree = state decree, decree of the Вох\ў and бійнос. 
other types of decrees are indicated, e. g. decree (deme). 


ded. = dedication (cf. Introduction pp. 3—4, and for the designation ‘priv.’ p. 5). 
cat. = catalog 

cas. list. = casualty list 

sep. mon. = sepulchral monument, gravestone 

inv. = inventory, accounts, records 

loc. = locatio (mortgage or rental agreement) 

horos = boundary stone 


ХХУШ Notes on citations of inscriptions 


pryt. cat. = prytany catalog 

eph.cat. -- ephebic catalog 

doc. — document 

publ. = public (cf. Introduction p. 2, pp. 3 Ж.) 
priv. = private (cf. Introduction p. 2, pp. 4 ff.) 


Рропейс equivalents are printed in Roman type and enclosed in square brackets. 
Тһе system employed is essentially that of the International Phonetic Alphabet. 
А dot after a letter indicates vowel length, e.g. [а:] = а. 


Before Roman times vowels in square brackets may be assumed to be short, i.e. [e] = ё, although 
[ë] may sometimes appear to prevent confusion. But after the period of vowel isochrony (cf. 
25.00, p.385 infra) a vowel in square brackets indicates a vowel without indication of 
length, i. e. [i] indicates the single i-vowel (originally ï or t). 

The different ё- and o-vowels and diphthongs are indicated as follows: 

іє) = n, ёаѕ іп pime 

[e] = e, ёаѕ іп elva 

[>] = @,базїпйбүө 

[o] = ov, 6 as in тб (later = [и'] тоб) 

[e!] diphthong as in Ae(xw in the earliest period 

[e] = ть diphthong consisting of [e] and (7), as originally in тї, 

[e"] ev 

[a"] = той, etc. 


Aspiration is indicated Бу an apostrophe: [p'] = Фф 

The so-called ‘voiced aspirates’ are also indicated by an apostrophe: [b’] 

[j] = a sound similar to English "у" in ‘yes’; [у] = French "а" of ‘lune’, German й 

A dot under a stop indicates that it is lenis, as opposed to fortis; thus [p] indicates a lenis voiceless 
labial stop similar to the ‘b’ in English ‘lobster’. The precise nature of the differences between 
fortis (sometimes called *tense") and lenis (sometimes called ‘lax’) consonants is subject to some 
dispute; it is usually explained as a matter of the amount of energy expended in the release of 
the stop (cf. Heffner, Phonetics р. 120). Some phenomena of Greek orthography can be explained 
in the view of some scholars by resorting to the theory of lenis and fortis stops (cf. Lejeune, 
Phonétique p. 54 [= Traité p. 45], where the terms are ‘fortes’ and ‘douces’). 


Note also: V.C = the vowel iota in the environment before a consonant | 
VIV = the vowel iota in the environment before a vowel 
£/C. СС = the vowel epsilon in the environment after a consonant + + and 
before two consonants, е. g. -ЛАВУТ- 
є(< є) = ane which has developed from an earlier ev 


ОУС-(СҮС = the sequence consonant + iota + vowel + consonant develops to 
consonant vowel consonant, i. e. -oag changes to -00с. 


All phonetic transcriptions are of course only very approximate. 


ABBREVIATIONS AND SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 


AA 
AAA 


AAG? 
ABV 
acc. 
add. 
AE 
AFD 
Agora 3 


Agora 15 
Agora 17 
Agora 21 


AJA 
AJP 
al. 
Allen 


Allen, Vox Graeca 
AM 
Annuario 


Arvanitopoulos, 


Epigraphike 
ARV? 


Cf. also Dates and Type of Text on рр. ХХУП- XXVIII supra. 

C, V — consonant, vowel (cf. p. XXVIII supra). 

(L.) = reading confirmed on stone or squeeze (cf. p. 12 infra). 

MS? = K.Méeisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 
revised by E. Schwyzer, Berlin, 1900. 

Lademann = De titulis atticis quaestiones orthographicae et gram- 
maticae, Kirchhain, 1915. 


Archdologischer Anzeiger 

'AgxatoXoyixà "AvaAexta E 'Авпуфу (Athens Annals of Ar- 
chaeology) 

G.M.A. Richter, Archaic Attic Gravestones, London, 1961 

J. D. Beazley, Attic Black-Figure Vase Painters, Oxford, 1956 
accusative 

addenda 

“Аохомооүккі "Ефпрєдіс 

B. D. Meritt, Athenian Financial Documents, Ann Arbor, 1932 

R.E. Wycherley, The Literary and Epigraphical Testimonia (vol. 3 
of The Athenian Agora: Results of Excavations conducted by the 
American School of Classical Studies at Athens), Princeton, 1957 

B.D. Meritt, J.S. Traill, Inscriptions, The Athenian Councillors 
(vol. 15 of the same series), Princeton, 1974 

D.W. Bradeen, Inscriptions, The Funerary Monuments (vol.17 of 
the same series), Princeton, 1974 

M. Lang, Graffiti and Dipinti (vol.21 of the same series), Princeton, 
1976 

American Journal of Archaeology 

American Journal of Philology 

occurring elsewhere in the same text (cf. p. XXVI supra) 

F.D. Allen, On Greek Versification in Inscriptions (Papers of the 
American School of Classical Studies at Athens 4 (1885-1886) 
pp. 30-204) 

W.S. Allen, Vox Graeca, Cambridge, 1968 

Athenische Mitteilungen 

Annuario della Scuola Archeologica di Atene e delle Missioni 
italiane in Oriente 

A.S. Arvanitopoulos, Еліудафіхі), Athens, 1937 


J.D. Beazley, Attic Red-Figure Vase Painters, Oxford, 1963 


ххх 
АТІ. 


Attische Urkunden 
(= SB Vienna) 


Austin 


Avi- Yonah, 
Abbreviations 


BCH 
Bechtel, Personennamen 


bf. 

BMFA 
BMMA 
Bondesson 


v. Bothmer, Amazons 
Bradeen - McGregor 


BSA 

Buck, GD? 

C 

CAH 

Caskey - Beazley 


Charisterion Orlandou А 
CHA 


CIG 
Clinton, 
Sacred Officials 


col. 
Conze 
CP 
со 
CR 
CSCA 
CVA 
DAA 


dat. 
Davies, APF 


Abbreviations and selected bibliography 


B. D. Meritt, Н.Т. Wade-Gery, M. F. McGregor, Athenian Tribute 
Lists 1—4, Cambridge, Mass., 1939—1953 

A. Wilhelm, Attische Urkunden 1-5 (= Sitzungsberichte der Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften іп Wien: philos.-historische Klasse), 
1911-42 

К.Р. Austin, The Stoichedon Style in Greek Inscriptions, Oxford, 
1938 

M.Avi-Yonah, Abbreviations іп Greek Inscriptions (Tbe Near 
East, 200 B.C.—A.D. 1100) (= supplement to volume 9 (1939) of 
The Quarterly of the Department of Antiquities in Palestine) 

Bulletin de correspondance hellénique 

F. Bechtel, Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur 
Kaiserzeit, Halle, 1917 

Attic black figure 

Bulletin of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 

Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 

B. Bondesson, De sonis et formis titulorum Milesiorum Didymae- 
orumque, Lund, 1936 

D. von Bothmer, Amazons in Greek Art, Oxford, 1957 

D.W. Bradeen, M.F. McGregor, Studies in Fifth-Century Attic 
Epigraphy, Norman, Oklahoma, 1973 

Annual of the British School at Athens 

C.D. Buck, The Greek Dialects, Chicago, 1955 

Consonant (cf. p. XXVIII supra) 

The Cambridge Ancient History, Cambridge, 1923— 

L.D. Caskey, J.D. Beazley, Attic Vase Painters in the Museum of 
Fine Arts, Boston, 1 (1931), 2 (1954), 3 (1963) 

Xaguotygiov elg ?Ауаотатоу К. "Ogidviov, Тбиос A, Athens, 
1965 

W.K. Pritchett, B.D. Meritt, The Chronology of Hellenistic Athens, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1940 

Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum 1—4, Berlin, 1828—1877 

K. Clinton, The Sacred Officials of the Eleusinian Mysteries (= 
Transactions оў the American Philosophical Society vol.64), 
Philadelphia, 1974 

column 

А. Conze, Die Attischen Grabreliefs, Berlin 1893-1922 

Classical Philology 

Classical Quarterly 

Classical Review 

California Studies in Classical Antiquity 

Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum 

А.Е. Raubitschek, Dedications from the Athenian Akropolis, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1949 

dative 

J.K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families, 600-300 B.C., Oxford, 
1971 


рЕС 


A. Debrunner- 

A. Scherer, Geschichte 
Deltion 
DGE 


Dinsmoor, 

Archons (1931) 
Dinsmoor, 

Archon List (1939) 
Dover, Hist. 

Comm. Thuc. 4 
Eleusiniaka 
Eckinger 


Ergon 


FD 
FH 


fr. 
FR 


Furtwängler, 


Beschreibung 
Furnée 


GDI 
gen. 
Geschichte 

gr. Religior? 
GEW 


GGA 
GGN 


Gignac 


GM 
Graef- Langlotz 


Graindor, Album 
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P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque 1—4.1 
(A-Y), Paris, 1968-1977 

A. Debrunner, Geschichte der griechischen Sprache 2, Grundfragen 
und Grundzüge des nachklassischen Griechisch, Berlin, 1969 
"Аохаодоүнхду Аедліюу 

E. Schwyzer, Dialectorum graecarum exempla epigraphica potiora, 
Leipzig, 1923 

W.B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1931 

W.B. Dinsmoor, The Athenian Archon List in the Light of Recent 
Discoveries, New York, 1939 

K. J. Dover, Historical Commentary on Thucydides 4, Oxford, 1970 


K. Kourouniotes, Eleusiniaka 1, Athens, 1932 

T. Eckinger, Die Orthographie lateinischer Wörter in griechischen 
Inschriften, Munich, 1892 

То "Eoyov тїїс Еу 'A8fjvau; 'AgxavoXoyuxiic Елшовас 

Fouilles de Delphes, Paris, 1909 — 

P. Friedlander, H. Hoffleit, Epigrammata: Greek Inscriptions іп 
Verse, From the Beginnings to the Persian Wars, Berkeley, 1948 
fragment 

A. Furtwangler, K. Reichhold, Griechische Vasenmalerei, Berlin, 
1904-1932 

A. Furtwängler, Beschreibung der Vasensammlung іт Antiquarium, 
Berlin, 1885 

E. J. Furnée, Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des 
Vorgriechischen (= Janua Linguarum, Series practica по. 150), The 
Hague, 1972 


H. Collitz, F. Bechtel, Sammlung der griechischen Dialektinschriften, 
Göttingen, 1884-1915 

genitive 

M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion 1 (= Hand- 
buch der Altertumswissenschaft 5.2.1), Munich, 1967 

H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wörterbuch, Heidelberg, 
1960—1972 

Göttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen 

Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen: 
philologisch-historische Klasse 

F.T. Gignac, A Grammar of tbe Greek Papyri of the Roman and 
Byzantine Periods, vol. 1: Phonology (Testi e Documenti per lo. 
Studio dell’ Antichità no. 55), Milan, 1976 

F. Maier, Griechische Mauerbauinschriften 1, Heidelberg, 1959 

С. Gracf, E. Langlotz, Die antiken Vasen von der Akropolis zu 
Athen, Berlin, 1925-1933 

P. Graindor, Album d'inscriptions attiques d'époque impériale, 
Paris, 1924 


ХХХП 


Gramm. gr. 
GRBS 
Guarducci, EG 


Abbreviations and selected bibliography 


Grammatici graeci 1—4, Leipzig, 1867-1901 
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 
M. Guarducci, Epigrafia greca 1 (1967), 2 (1969), 3 (1974), Rome 


Güntert, Reimwortbildung H. Güntert, Über Reimwortbildungen іт — Arischen und Alt- 


GVI 


Haspels, ABL 

HBF 

Heffner, Phonetics 
Hermann, Silbenbildung 


Hicks, BMI 


HN? 
HRF 


HSCP 
HTR 


IC 
ID 
IF 
IG 
IGAA 


Imagines? 


Immerwahr, Book Rolls 


Immerwahr, 
Sprunt Studies 


Jahrbuch 
JHS 
JOAI 


Kaibel 
Kern 
Kerameikos 3 


Klein 

Kretschmer, 
Vaseninschriften 

Kroll 

KS 

KZ 


griechischen, Heidelberg, 1914 
W. Peek, Griechische Vers-Inschriften 1, Berlin, 1955 


C.H. E. Haspels, Attic Black-Figured Lekythoi, Paris, 1936 

J. C. Hoppin, Handbook of Black-Figured Vases, Paris, 1924 

R.-M.S. Heffner, General Phonetics, Madison, Wisconsin, 1964 

E. Hermann, Silbenbildung іт Griechischen und in den andern indo- 
germanischen Sprachen, Gottingen, 1923 

E. Hicks, The Collection of Ancient Greek Inscriptions in the 
British Museum 1, Attika, London, 1874 

B. V. Head, Historia nummorum, Oxford, 1911 

J.C. Hoppin, Handbook of Attic Red-Figured Vases, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1919 

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 

Harvard Theological Review 


Inscriptiones Creticae 

Inscriptions de Délos 

Indogermanische Forschungen 

Inscriptiones graecae 

L.H. Jeffery, Inscribed Gravestones of Arcbaic Attica (-- BSA 57 
[1962] рр. 115—153) 

J. Kirchner, С. Klaffenbach, Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum, 
Berlin, 1948 ` 

H.R. Immerwahr, Book Rolls on Attic Vases (= Studies for B.L. 
Ullmann 1, pp.17—48), Storia e letteratura, Raccolta 93 (Rome, 
1964) 

H.R. Immerwahr, Some Inscriptions on Attic Pottery (= The James 
Sprunt Studies in History and Political Science 46), Chapel Hill, 
North Carolina, 1964 


Jahrbuch des deutschen archäologischen Instituts 
Journal of Hellenic Studies 
Jahrbuch des österreichischen archäologischen Instituts 


G. Kaibel, Epigrammata graeca ex lapidibus conlecta, Berlin, 1878 
O. Kern, Inscriptiones graecae, Bonn, 1913 

W. Peek, Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen 3, Inschriften, 
Ostraka, Fluchtafeln, Berlin, 1941 

W. Klein, Die griechischen Vasen mit Meistersignaturen, Wien, 1887 
P. Kretschmer, Die griechischen Vaseninschriften ihrer Sprache nach 
untersucht, Gütersloh, 1894 

J. Kroll, Athenian Bronze Allotment Plates, Cambridge, Mass., 1972 
Kleine Schriften 

cf. ZVS 


(L.) 
Lademann 


Lang, Graffiti 


Larfeld, Handbuch (1914) 


Larfeld, 
Handbucb 2.1, 2.2 
Lattermann, 
Bauinschriften 
Lejeune, Phonétique 


Lejeune, Traite? 
LSAG 
15] 


LTL 


Maass, Probedrie 


MAMA 
Mayser 


Mayser -Schmoll 
Meiggs- Lewis 
Meillet- Vendryes 
Meritt, Athenian Year 


MG 
Ms? 


Nachmanson, 
Altgriechische 
Volkssprache 

no. 

nom. 

n.s. 


OGIS 


р. 
Р 
Pape-Benseler 


Abbreviations and selected bibliography XXXIII 
confirmation of reading on monument, cf. p. 12 infra 

W.Lademann, De titulis atticis quaestiones orthograpbicae et 
grammaticae, Kirchhain, 1915 

M. Lang, Graffiti in the Athenian Agora, Princeton, 1974 

W. Larfeld, Griechische Epigraphik (= Handbuch der Altertums- 
wissenscbaft 1.5) Munich, 1914 

W. Larfeld, Handbuch der griechischen Epigraphik, Zweiter Band: 
Die Attischen Inschriften 1 (1898), 2 (1902), Leipzig 

Н. Lattermann, Die griechischen Bauinschriften, Strassburg, 1908 


M. Lejeune, Phonétique historique du mycénien et du grec ancien, 
Paris, 1972 

M. Lejeune, Traité de phonétique grecque, Paris, 1955 

L.H. Jeffery, The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece, Oxford, 1961 
Liddell and Scott, Greek Lexicon, ed. 9 and Supplement (1968), 
Oxford 

E. Forcellini, Lexicon Totius Latinitatis (6 vols., 1864-1926, with 
appendices in 1940), Padua 


M. Maass, Die Probedrie des Dionysostheaters in Athen (= Vestigia 
15), Munich, 1972 

Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, Manchester, 1928-1962 

E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemder- 
zeit 1.1 (1923 [= 1906)), 1.2 (1938), 1.3 (1936), Berlin 

E. Mayser, H. Schmoll, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der 
Ptolemáerzeit 1.1?, Berlin, 1970 

R. Meiggs, D. M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions 
to the End of the Fifth Century B. C., Oxford, 1969 

A. Meillet, J. Vendryes, Traité de grammaire comparée des langues 
classiques, Paris, 1963 

B.D. Meritt, The Athenian Year (Sather Classical Lectures no.32), 
Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1961 

Modern Greek 

K. Meisterhans, E. Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 
Berlin, 1900 

E. Nachmanson, Beiträge zur Kenntnis der altgriechischen Volks- 
spracbe, Uppsala, 1910 


number 
nominative 
new series, nuova serie 


W. Dittenberger, Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae, Leipzig, 
1903—1905 

page; post, А.Р: (cf. Dates, p. XXVII supra). 

J. Kirchner, Prosopograpbia Attica, Berlin, 1901-1903 

W. Pape, С. Benseler, Wörterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen, 
Braunschweig, 1863- 1870 


XXXIV 
Paralipomena 


Peek, АС 


Petirka, Enktesis 


Pfuhl, Malerei 
pl. 

Praktika 
Rabehl 

RA 

RE 


REG 
Reinmuth 


rf. 
Richter- Hall 


RM 
Robert, Etudes 
Robert, Noms indigènes 


Robert, 
Collection Froehner 
RP 


SB 
Schwyzer, GG 


Schwyzer, Gram. 
pergamenischen 
Inschriften 

SEG 

Siewert 

SIG? 


sing. 
Smith, Catalogue 


Sokolowski, Lois? 


Sokolowski, Supplément 


Abbreviations and selected bibliography 


J.D. Beazley, Paralipomena to Attic Black-Figure and Red-Figure 
Vase Painters, Oxford, 1971 

W. Peek, Attische Grabinschriften 1 (= Abhandlungen der deutschen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin: Klasse für Sprache, Literatur 
und Kunst, Jahrgang 1953, no. 4); Attische Grabinschriften 2 (= op. 
cit., 1956, no.3) 

J. Petirka, The Formula for tbe Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscrip- 
tions, Prague, 1966 

E. Pfuhl, Malerei und Zeichnung der Griechen, Munich, 1923 

plural 

Та Поахтихд tis Еу 'A9fjvatc "Аохаодоүкхйс "Evatos(ag 

W. Rabehl, De Sermone Defixionum Atticarum, Berlin, 1906 

Revue archéologique 

Paulys Realencyclopádie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, 
Stuttgart, 1894-1974 

Revue des études grecques 

O. Reinmuth, The Ephebic Inscriptions of the Fourth Century B.C. 
(= Mnemosyne, suppl. 14), Leiden, 1971 

Attic red figure 

G.M.A. Richter, L.F. Hall, Red-figured Athenian Vases іп the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, 1936 

Rbeinisches Museum fiir Philologie 

L. Robert, Etudes épigraphiques et philologiques, Paris, 1938 

L. Robert, Noms indigénes dans l'Asie-Mineure gréco-romaine 1, 
Paris, 1963 

L. Robert, Collection Froebner І: Inscriptions grecques, Paris, 1936 


Revue de Philologie 

Sitzungsbericbt(e) 

E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik (= Handbuch der Altertums- 
wissenschaft 2.1) 1-4, Munich, 1938-1971 

E. Schwyzer (at this time spelled Schweizer), Grammatik der perga- 
menischen Inschriften, Berlin, 1898 


Supplementum epigraphicum graecum, 1-25 

P. Siewert, Der Eid von Plataiai (= Vestigia 16), Munich, 1972 

W. Dittenberger, Sylloge inscriptionum graecarum, Leipzig, 1915— 
1924 

singular 

C.H. Smith, H.B. Walters, Catalogue of tbe Greek and Etruscan 
Vases in the British Museum 2. (1893), 3—4 (1896), London 

F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques (= Ecole frangaise 
d'Athènes, Travaux et mémoires des anciens membres étrangers de 
l'école et de divers savants, fasc. 18), Paris, 1969 (== new ed. of J.v. 
Prott, L. Ziehen, Leges Graecorum Sacrae 1 [1896], 2 [1906], Leipzig) 
F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques, Supplément, Paris, 
1962 : 


Staatsvertráge 2. 
Staatsvertráge 3 
Strohschein 


Sturtevant 


suppl. 


TAM 
TAPA 
Tod, GHI 1,2 


Turner, GMAW 


У 
Vanderpool, Ostracism 


Vidman 


Wackernagel, 
Debnungsgesetz 
Wien Anzeiger 


Wilhelm, Beitráge 


Wilhelm, Мене Beitráge 


ZPE 

2У8 

Zgusta 

Ziebarth, GGN 1899 


Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934 


Abbreviations and selected bibliography XXXV 
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INTRODUCTION 


I. Sources 


This grammar takes into account all the surviving written documents from Attica 
from the earliest period (ca. 725?) until approximately the end of the third century 
after Christ. А few texts, certainly later than ca. 300 A.D., but included by Kirchner 
іп IG IP, have also been included. Virtually all the texts studied have been previously 
püblished, and inscriptions which are now in fact lost, but whose texts have been 
recorded by earlier observers, beginning with Cyriacus of Ancona in the first half of 
the fifteenth century, have not been excluded. 

By far the majority of texts are inscriptions carved on stone monuments, now 
numbering considerably more than 20,000, and this grammar is based primarily on a 
comprehensive study of them. The earliest Attic examples of this type are probably no 
earlier than the last quarter of the seventh century, and they become numerous only 
after са. 575 (cf. LSAG рр.76-7, пов.7-8, 12—13). Also included is evidence from 
the numerous inscriptions, both incised and painted, on pottery, ostraca, pinakia, 
stone and metal plaques, tablets, slates, etc. These are especially important as evidence 
for Attic writing in the earlier Archaic Period, when stone inscriptions are rare, and 
for less formal, everyday writing practices at all periods. 

The material studied is confined geographically to texts from Attica. Thus texts 
inscribed for Athenians at Delphi, or carved at Delos, Oropos, and elsewhere during 
periods of Attic control, have not been systematically studied, although they may 
occasionally be cited to provide additional examples or relevant supporting evidence. 
Texts of non-Athenians found in Attica are not excluded, although those written 
entirely in a non-Attic dialect are treated only when they contain or have been alleged 
to contain material relevant to the Attic dialect. Dipinti on Attic pottery are included 
without reference to the place the vase was found on the assumption that they were 
painted on before firing at Athens. 


The geographical limitations have been imposed partly for reasons of necessity. The bulk of 
Attic texts is already so considerable without the inclusion of the numerous Delian, Delphic, and 
other texts which have an Attic connection, that it scemed advisable to make this geographic 
exclusion. And yet a thorough study of the texts which are Attic in both the geographic and the 
dialectal sense should produce results which would make the evaluation of Attic texts from 
elsewhere more profitable, i.e. it would make it possible to isolate instances in which the local 
idiom has influenced the language of the Attic text. There is no doubt that such influence some- 
times occurred, as for example at Oropos. A few Attic texts found on Salamis and one from 
Aegina (IG IV no. 39) have been included. 
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А major distinction сап be made between texts inscribed for a group of individuals 
and those inscribed for an individual or family, or between public and private docu- 
ments. The principal types of public texts are: decrees of the Вох and бїрос, or state 
decrees (designated simply: decree); decrees of other organized groups, such as demes, 
phratries, tribes, groups of orgeones, technitai of Dionysus, etc.; sacred calendars and 
sacred laws or regulations (sometimes difficult to distinguish from decrees of groups); 
imperial edicts; inventories, official records and accounts, building contracts, etc. of 
various organized bodies such as the Hellenotamiai, other types of tamiai or managers 
of various sanctuaries, epistatai of Eleusis, amphiktyons, naval boards, etc. (de- 
signated: inv.); catalogs and lists such as those of prytaneis or other magistrates, 
ephebes, lists of victors in the Theseia, Dionysia, etc. (designated: cat.); casualty lists, 
which are really a type of public funerary memorial (designated: cas. list); dedications 
set up by organized groups, of officials or others (often followed by lists of names and 
hence difficult to distinguish from catalogs) (designated: ded.); public horoi or 
boundary stones; a few sepulchral monuments erected by groups or the state for one 
or more individuals. These distinctions sometimes break down, as when more than one 
inscription occurs on a single monument or when a sacred calendar or building in- 
ventory is appended to a decree, etc., but by and large these are valid categories into 
which almost all public texts can be placed. Nearly all the inscriptions of this type 
which are preserved are inscribed on stone. 


The mid-sixth-century bronze plaque inscribed by a group of tamiai, I? 393 (-- 15АС p.77, 
no. 21), is without parallel at Athens, but as there are no contemporary public texts in this early 
period it is impossible to say such plaques were rarer at Athens than elsewhere, where they are 
sometimes well attested, as e.g. at Elis (cf. p. 5 infra). Stelai of bronze are known from literary 
sources, and one small fragment of one dating са. 450 B. C. has been published Бу R.S. Stroud, 
cf. Hesperia 32 (1963) pp.138ff. (with the literary testimonia for this type of document). А 
state decree on a bronze plaque dating from the first quarter of the fourth century has recently 
been published by D. Peppas -Delmousou in AE 1971 pp. 137 ff.; unfortunately the plaque is too 
fragmentary to make it certain whether it was nailed to a backing like the earlier Р 393, on which 
the nail holes are preserved, or had a frame, or whether it was without any attachment of 
another material. The Athenians are known to have kept copies in the Archives on bronze 
plaques in some cases (cf. AE loc. cit.), and the fourth-century plaque may be of this type. 


The private texts include: dedications of private persons; funerary monuments, 
usually gravestones, of individuals, often including their immediate family (designated: 
sep. mon.). These are the types of private text normally carved on stone, although 
many of the archaic dedications are incised on bronze objects or pot sherds. To the 
foregoing must be added chiefly: graffiti on pots or fragments of pottery and on other 
objects; ostraca (in the restricted sense, cf. p.7 infra); curse-tablets or defixiones, 
usually incised оп lead plaques; dikasts’ pinakia; dipinti on Attic black- and red-figure 
pottery. 

The orthographical practices of some of these classes may be examined briefly here 
in more detail: 
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The state decrees date from just before 500 B.C. until well into Roman times, but 
most of them fall into the period ca. 450-са. 50 B. C., when they are the type of public 
text of which examples are most numerous. Аз might be expected, documents of this 
type maintain the greatest formality in orthography, achieving the highest degree of 
standardization. Certain phenomena are found only very rarely in them, or even not 
at all: cf. for example, Q = ov (cf. 2.034), confusion of t and є (cf. 7.01), of т and 
(cf. 8.02), of т and є (cf. 8.01), of ї and et before the later Hellenistic Period (cf. 
9.021—9.022), etc. There are, however, a number of cases in which orthographical 
standardization was apparently not sought even in these texts. Thus E and EI for (е) 
frequently occur in the same decree in the period ca. 460—350 (cf. 9.011—9.012; but 
the rare E for the original diphthong єї is largely absent from decrees, cf. 16.01), and 
a similar variation between O and OY occurs ca. 410—350 (cf. 13.01—13.02). In 
decrees in Attic script H — [h] is not uncommonly omitted in a few places, and some- 
times a sporadic use of H for [e] (later written H) creeps into these documents (cf. 
2.021; 42.011). By 350 B.C. the use of EI and OY has been standardized, but the 
diphthong nt is being spelled both EI and HI, and this spelling is not standardized 
until the third century, when EI is normal (but not universal!) for nu everywhere except 
in the relative pronoun HI (but EI occurs rarely) (cf. 23.00). Decrees only rarely show 
difficulties with double consonants (cf. 43.012; 43.021—43.022), but especially in 
the fourth century there is the greatest inconsistency in the writing of final nasals and 
of nasals in composition when before labial or velar stops (cf. 48.04—48.05). By the 
time of the last great body of decrees (са. 125—90 B. C.), variation between 1 and et, 
between би and й, т and тү, о and wi; and y for et before vowels are all attested in 
them (cf. 9.022; 22.02; 9.031). 

The other public documents of the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, i.e. decrees of 
demes, tribes, etc. and the various types of inventories and catalogs, conform to a 
somewhat less rigorous standard of orthography than the state decrees. In them are 
attested more frequently the use of O for ov (inherited diphthong) (cf. 21.01); con- 
fusion of ot and «x (cf. 17.03), of n and є (cf. 8.01), etc. There are some very unusual 
texts in this group, e.g. I? 374, an inventory for the Erechtheum for the years 408— 
406, which has completely haphazard use of H — [h] (cf. 42.0111); II? 1183, a decree 
of a deme dated to just after 340 B.C., with many crude copying errors (cf. 8.01, 
no. 7; 11.041; 41.03; etc.); II? 1237, decree of а phratry of 396/5 B.C., with E = 1 
(cf. 2.04) and О for ov (cf. 21.01), and even хётои (cf. 16.01); I? 1672, an enormous 
building inscription from Eleusis of 329/8 B.C., with numerous orthographical 
peculiarities (cf. p. 14 infra). The fifth-century tribute lists provide a large body of 
evidence bearing on the interesting question of the Atticization of foreign toponyms; 
in many cases there was no standardization (cf. especially 6.013; 6.04; 9.021; 11.015; 
42.011; 44.031; 46.011—46.012). 

By the Roman Period decrees and inventories are largely absent, and the major 
types of formal public documents are catalogs of ephebes and prytaneis and the many 
dedications set up by various ВооХаб, sometimes in conjunction with the бійцос. Here 
must also be included formal dedications of private individuals (often priests or 
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magistrates) such as herms and statue-bases, since there is no recognizable difference 
in the language of these texts and other public texts. In addition, there are a few 
imperial edicts, and the language of the imperial letters also forces them to be grouped 
with formal public documents. The following phenomena are largely lacking in the 
foregoing types of text: confusion of т and є (cf. 8.01), of and 1 (8.02), of o and о 
except in certain proper names (cf. 12.012). The spelling of nasals before stops is now 
largely standardized, М being preferred to M ог Г in most instances (cf. 48.04—48.05). 
The principal places where the spelling is not standardized are: "Аойом and 'Agsíov 
occur, rarely even in the same text (cf. 9.031); confusion of е and аш is found some- 
times in these texts after са. 130 A.D. (cf. 15.013); there is hesitation between à, 1, w 
and ài, mt, œ% (cf. 22.02); both EI and I are found for t and ei, often in close proximity 
in the same text (9.023). 


The edict of Constantius Chlorus and Galerius Maximianus dated 305/6 A. D., II? 1121, is 
atypical, exhibiting a much lower standard of orthography than documents of the period of the 
Severan dynasty less than a century earlier (cf. e.g. II? 1077, II? 1078); in the edict of Chlorus 
there is a frequent confusion of a. and є even in inflectional endings (cf. 15.013, no.98) and a 
hesitation between -ta and -ew in feminine abstract nouns foreign to formal documents of 
earlier periods. 


Of the various types of private inscriptions the stone monuments may be considered 
first. 

The influence of the purchaser on the monument can be seen in spellings like 
Өс ос, with Boeotian vocalization (cf. 8.03), which occurs on sepulchral monu- 
ments. But it is doubtful if any except perhaps the crudest stone inscriptions were 
carved by private individuals rather than by specially trained stone masons. Certain 
rock-cut texts in grottoes and caves are probably exceptions to this, and there are also 
graffiti on fragments of stone (cf. p.7 infra). It should also be noted that the names 
of several persons frequently appear on gravestones, and it is possible that once such 
monuments were in place, the same stone-cutters were not always retained for making 
later additions to the text. Certainly more than one hand can sometimes be identified 
on such monuments, and there may be varying standards of orthography. And yet it 
seems doubtful that names were very often added without obtaining the services of a 
stone mason. Ав early as the Archaic Period the same hands can be identified оп 
certain dedications and gravestones, and these hands can sometimes be associated 
with particular sculptors and their workshops, as the exhaustive studies of the dedi- 
cations in the DAA of Raubitschek and of the sepulchral monuments in Jeffery's 
IGAA have now shown. Even such ordinary and inexpensive gravestones as the 
kioniskoi of the Hellenistic and Roman Periods cannot have been manufactured by 
private individuals, and it is reasonable to assume that the inscription was normally 
carved on the monument at the stone yard by a professional. 

To what degree the orthography of private documents like dedications and grave- 
stones earlier chan 480 B. C. might have differed from contemporary public texts such 
as decrees is difficult to assess because of the rarity of public texts in this period. 
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Public inscriptions may in fact have been unusual at Athens before the fifth century, 
although the exceptional bronze plaque of ca. 550 (cf. p.2 supra) perhaps indicates 
that such inscriptions were in use there as it is known they were elsewhere, e.g. in Elis. 
But it is of great interest that the earliest state decree, P 1 (ca. 510? cf. Meiggs- Lewis 
p.27 was carved by the same stone-cutter as two dedications usually dated ca. 
490—480, cf. I? 659 and 12552 + 12526 (cf. DAA pp.100—102, nos.93—94). The 
decree shows an embryonic stoichedon which can also be seen in other contemporary 
dedications and funerary monuments (cf. 3.022) in addition to orthographical features 
normal in private texts (e.g. é£àp£, cf. 48.01). Probably the differences which can be 
seen by the later fifth century between the orthographical practices of private stone 
texts, especially certain sepulchral monuments, and public inscriptions should not be 
assumed for the Archaic Period, when spelling may well have been much less rigid in 
all types of documents. 

This divergence between the two types of texts can be seen developing in the fifth 
century when the Attic script was largely retained in public texts after Ionic letters 
were much more widely used in private ones (cf. 2.01), and there is no doubt that by 
400 В.С. and in all later periods there are several orthographical phenomena which 
are normally or even exclusively found only in private texts. The most important of 
these are: E for the original diphthong eu (cf. 16.01); confusion of т and є (cf. 8.01), 
of т and ı (cf. 8.02), of et and 1 before the last quarter of the third century В.С. (cf. 
9.022); & for i (cf. 9.024); confusion of o and « before ca. 150 A.D. and thereafter 
when going beyond a few proper names (cf. 12.011—12.012); confusion of ar and є 
in inflectional endings (cf. 15.013); confusion of voiced and voiceless stops (cf. 35.00); 
confusion in the writing of nasals (cf. 41.01—41.03); difficulties with geminates (cf. 
43.012); би for op (cf. 44.02); certain cluster simplifications (cf. 46.04; 47.00). 

It is especially the sepulchral monuments which illustrate a lower standard of 
orthography, whether because of carelessness or semi-literacy on the part of the stone- 
cutter or the person responsible for preparing his copy (the purchaser?). On the other 
hand many of the dedications belong more with public texts in their spelling practices. 
In the Archaic Period it is difficult to separate public from private texts anyway (as 
seen supra), but of the large group of Acropolis dedications there is no discernible 
difference between the few public ones and the majority which are private, nor do the 
archaic sepulchral monuments, coming from many localities in Attica, differ signi- 
ficantly from the dedications except in a considerably less frequent use of stoichedon. 
It has also been seen (cf. pp.3—4 supra) that no divergence between dedications of the 
various BovAat, with or without the бїїрос, and formal monuments of private in- 
dividuals such as herms and statue-bases can be detected in Roman times, and the 
same is true of most dedications of the Hellenistic Period. One group of dedications 
which does have more in common with the less formal sepulchral monuments are 
dedications of private individuals to deities (many examples can be seen in the group 
published in IG II? 4351—11 4880), often with short texts of the form ó бейуа 
*AoxAnmidn, etc. [dvé8nxe]. Post-400 B.C. dedications of this type are designated 
herein: ded. (priv.). It must be stressed that there are large and elaborate sepulchral 
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monuments illustrating a very formal standard of writing, especially from the Classical 
Period. Nevertheless, many gravestones, especially after 300 B.C., show a quite 
careless standard of writing, in which there can sometimes occur evidence for sound 
changes before it appears on other stone monuments. The orthography of the imperial 
letters seems to group them with public texts (cf. p.4 supra), although they are in 
some sense really private documents. 


It is worth noting that several texts of the group of sepulchral curse-texts erected for the 
noted sophist Herodes Atticus about the middle of the second century after Christ show ortho- 
graphical crudities (cf. 8.02, nos. 19—21; 21.00b). 


The dipinti on Attic black- and red-figure pottery are a very important body of 
evidence for Attic writing from the seventh to the fourth centuries B. C. Meisterhans 
and Schwyzer did not exclude evidence of this type (cf. p. VII supra), and Jeffery saw, 
when she made her comprehensive study of the earliest Attic texts, that the dipinti had 
to be treated like other examples of early Attic writing (cf. 1,5АС рр.76-77). The 
dipinti are especially important for the period before 500 B. C. when other types of 
texts are rare. No account of the grammar of Attic could fail to take these texts into 
account, and the normal practice of excluding painted inscriptions from epigraphy 
would not be suitable for a book of this type. The signatures of the vase painters are 
especially valuable, since they often provide repetitions of the same name or word, 
not always spelled the same way. That some vase painters were not Athenian is 
certain, a fact very rarely known about sculptors of archaic stone texts; some painters 
are also known to have been slaves. The subject matter of the dipinti is quite limited: 
in addition to the signatures and the xaAXóc-names, there are numerous names serving 
to label deities or heroes depicted on the vases and a few short phrases, usually fairly 
colloquial. As the texts were painted on by professionals.in the workshop, they are 
not direct evidence for everyday writing in quite the same way as graffiti. Cases in 
which the purchaser determined the text of dipinti on the vase bear a certain resem- 
blance to private stone sepulchral monuments. By and large the vase painters were 
probably not very educated, and by the fifth century the careless style of writing seen 
on most vases has nothing in common with any but the crudest inscriptions on stone. 


The attribution of vases in Beazley's catalogs makes it convenient to refer to dipinti on groups 
of vases by the name of the painter. This is purely a matter of convenience and does not neces- 
sarily imply that all the inscriptions were executed by the painter himself. It would be naive to 
assume that the inscriptions were not sometimes put on by a helper, and rarely different hands 
can be recognized in the same signature. Genuine dipinti on Attic pottery can be regarded as 
Attic inscriptions regardless of the place of finding because they were painted on in Athens 
before the firing of the vase (cf. p. 1 supra). The lack of a satisfactory corpus of dipinti makes 
the study of these texts difficult (cf. p. 11 infra). 


The simplest type of graffito is seen in some of the earliest Attic texts: a phrase 
indicating ownership, probably incised by the owner himself, usually on pottery (cf. 
9.0111, p.176, etc.); or a phrase indicating that the object has been dedicated, such 
as hegu£t ц'буадца (sc. dvé8exev) оп a sherd found in a well in the Agora (cf. LSAG 
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p.78, no.33 and plate 4). Then there is the earliest Attic text, a hexameter оп what 
was probably a prize oinochoe (cf. 12 919; LSAG p.76, no.1). Cf. а well-cover in- 
cised with іошоу лоёат(ос) (i.e. і0бшоу фобатос), published Hesperia 18 (1949) 
pp. 117—9. Graffiti also occur sometimes on fragments of stone, such as the very early 
опе, 12484 (= LSAG p.76, no.2); or the group of slates found in Plato's Academy, 
probably those of schoolboys, cf. BCH 83 (1959) p.579, and plate 14 on p.581 
(= SEG 19.37), dating from the fifth century B.C. 

The fifth-century В.С. ostraca are a special type of graffito. These are fragments of 
pottery inscribed with the names of the men whom the voters casting them as ballots 
wished to have banished for ten years. To the mere handful of such texts known when 
IG І? was published (cf. 12 908—1 911), excavacions in the Agora and elsewhere had 
added enough to make the total more than 1500 by 1960, and the unearthing of 
thousands in the Ceramicus in recent years has brought the total beyond 6500 (cf. 
Vanderpool, Ostracism p.4). Only a few of the ostraca have actually been published, 
but it has been possible to include some account at least of the unpublished ones in the 
Agora through the generosity of Professor Vanderpool. While in many cases the 
ostraca were doubtless prepared by the users, in some cases groups of ostraca with 
the same name, or rarely even different names, were evidently prepared by the same 
hand. It seems clear that in at least one case the enemies of one of the leading candi- 
dates for ostracism saw to it that many ready-made ostraca were available, presumably 
prepared by slaves. Thus in the nearly two hundred ostraca of Themistocles from the 
north slope of the Acropolis a total of only about fourteen different hands can be 
recognized (cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] pp.228ff.; Vanderpool, Ostracism pp. 11—13). But 
even in cases like this the same word is being written by a number of individuals, and 
even ostraca executed by the same hand are not always consistent in their orthography 
(cf. 2.034; 38.0212b, no.21). The very large numbers of texts with the same name 
can provide important information not known from other types of text, cf. on Oe- 
шобохдес (cf. 38.0212b, no. 21). 


A very few of the ostraca are actually painted on, although usually after firing of the vases. 
But two real dipinti, in which glaze-paint was employed and the inscription fired, exist: one of 
КаХМуовуос, dated to the 480s; another of Mévwv, dated to the 440s. Professor Vanderpool. 
has plausibly suggested that these ostraca were made by professional potters in the manner most 
natural to them (cf. Ostracism pp. 19—20). 


Another important special class of graffiti is the defixiones, or curses scratched on 
lead sheets which were then folded or rolled up and dropped into wells or graves. 
These are found occasionally from ca. 450 B.C. until the third century after Christ, 
and many are very difficult to assign to any precise period. The majority are thought 
to date from the fourth or third centuries B. C. The orthography of these texts is often 
very crude. 

Another group of texts inscribed on metal are the bronze dikasts’ pinakia of the 
first half of the fourth century B.C. (cf. ІР 1835—IP 1923; J.H. Kroll, Athenian 
Bronze Allotment Plates, Cambridge, Mass., 1972). These were stamped with the 
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letters А-К, indicating the ten tribes, before distribution to individuals. The owners' 
names were put on later in a pointillé technique which we may assume was not nor- 
mally executed by the owners, but by employees of the state at the place of distri- 
bution. Recent excavations in the Agora and the Ceramicus have unearthed numbers 
of lead pinakia of the fourth and third centuries B. C. which were used to identify 
horses belonging to the hippeis (cf. AM 85 [1970] pp.198—269 for the Ceramicus 
tablets; the Agora tablets are published in Hesperia 46 [1977] pp. 83—140; cf. Hesperia 
42 [1973] pp.176—178). As there are only a few types of horses, there are many 
repetitions of the same words. These texts were presumably prepared by persons 
employed by officials of the hippeis. 

Of the foregoing types of graffiti, those on pottery or pottery fragments, the slates, 
the defixiones, some of the ostraca, and a few others were actually scratched by in- 
dividuals on the material. Another group of purely private inscriptions on metal which 
were not of this type is the large group of archaic bronze dedications from the Acro- 
polis (cf. IG I? 401—I? 462). These are usually incised on the rims or on fragments of 
bronze vessels, or on statuettes, and they must normally have been prepared for the 
dedicant by the metal-worker, at least when deeply incised. These texts date chiefly 
to the second half of the sixth century B.C. (cf. L$AG p.68, note 1), and the spelling 
practices seen on them do not differ significantly from that on contemporary ded- 
ications on stone. 

The fifth-century dipinti, ostraca, and certain other graffiti share a degree of lack 
of adherence to standard orthography not seen on stone monuments, and the de- 
fixiones of the fourth and third centuries also exhibit peculiarities in spelling not found 
on even the crudest private grave monuments. Rare or not attested on stone monu- 
ments, but well attested in dipinti and ostraca аге: 0 for ov (cf. 2.034); Ah, uh, oh 
(cf. 1.022); use of H, Q for short vowels (dipinti only) (cf. 2.031, 2.033); confusion 
of v and є, before 400B. C. (cf. 9.021); Кммас, КМлїас for KAeviac, etc. (cf. 9.0211); 
Y for ov (cf. 13.04); -бо- for -убо- (cf. 41.01). In the defixiones may be seen a con- 
fusion of т and є unparalleled in post-400 B. C. stone texts; some early examples of 
confusion of n, v and et (cf. 8.02; 8.03); and a frequent omission of final nasals (cf. 
48.06). When dipinti and graffiti are in advance of stone texts in showing certain 
sound changes, they are not usually more than 25—50 years ahead. Thus a case of 
БІ for [e] on a bf. vase no later than the second quarter of the sixth century B.C. is 
followed by a similar example on a sepulchral monument of ca. 525 (ca. 9.011, 
nos. 1—2); examples of OY for the long o-vowel of more recent origin occur on vases 
only a few years before the first examples on stone (cf. 13.01, nos. 1ff.). 


Ап exceptional case сап be seen in the defixio from a grave in the Ceramicus dated to ca. 
450 B. C. on the basis of the pottery deposit, but showing many features typical of Attic writing 
of са. 350 B. C. and later, і. е. exclusive use of EI for [e], preference for OY (or exclusive use of 
it if a few cases of final -O are abbreviatory shortenings), both EI and HI for ту, ЕдхХе(ас ~ 
Evxiéas, cf. Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3. As the defixio was tied to the finger of the deceased it 
must date to the same period as the burial. The regularity with which fourth-century writing 
practices are followed, however, is unparalleled to a disconcerting degree, and some suspicion 
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about the date of the grave must remain: perhaps the pottery used had been kept for some time 
before the burial. There are certainly defixiones considerably later than 450 B. C. which are still 
in Attic script (cf. 2.012), although in a private text of the type seen here there is no reason why 
the Ionic script cannot have been used as early as 450 B. C. A similar disparity may be seen іп 
another defixio, Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3 (inv. no. IL 493), found in a deposit of s. Ip., but 
with writing practices which look like those of the third century A.D. on other types of in- 
scriptions. 

In addition to the foregoing classifications of inscriptions based on genres, there are 
also other groupings which are significant for grammatical analysis. Here might be 
mentioned texts which are not strictly speaking in Attic, such as some of the amphik- 
tyonic decrees (cf. IG II? 1126ff.) and a certain number of other texts. There is also a 
group of texts of Roman times, chiefly from the reign of Hadrian, which is consciously 
archaizing, as can be seen from the style of lettering and the use of the pre-403 B.C. 
Attic script, cf. e.g. II? 3380 (aet. Hadriani) ded. (V, О = о); II? 5007 (ante 150p.) 
oracle (in verse, E, О = т, о; xo falsely for E, cf. p.21 infra; V = А; $; tailed rho; old 
form of рі); ІР 5004 (aet. Hadriani) altar (О = ov); II? 5506 (aet. Hadriani) sep. mon. 
(Н = [h] twice); IP 5063 (aet. Rom.) label on theatre-seat (E = n, but Q); 12 3194 
(144/5-149/50р.) ded. (Н = [h], E, О, = n, о); I 3121 (ca. 150p.) ded. (Н = both 
[h] and т; E = n; A = у; Z; tailed rho); II? 4742 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.) (v=); IP 6791 
(ca. 177p.) altar associated with the grave of Herodes Atticus (Е = 1; tailed rho; 
archaic form for alpha and omega); as well as several dedications from the Acropolis, 
including two copies of I? 400 dated by Raubitschek to Augustan times, cf. DAA 
рр. 148—149; note also IG XIV, по. 1390, sep. mon. erected on the Appian Way out- 
side Rome by Herodes Atticus (cf. II? 6791 supra) (ca. 150p.), with H for [h] (in- 
cluding évhó&ia), E; О = о, ov; А = y; v= А; $; cartwheel theta. 

The large group of texts in verse also presents special problems of its own. There 
аге a few verses among the graffiti (e.g. 12919), the dipinti, and even one on an 
ostracon (cf. 34.022, p.433 infra), but most of the metrical texts are on stone 
monuments, usually dedications, both public and private, and especially private 
sepulchral monuments. The diction of these texts is often influenced by the artificial 
poetic diction of the Ionic-Epic tradition, although there are also new and sometimes 
strange creations, especiall in the Roman Period. Metrical texts of all periods 
also show occasional use of à instead of т), a Dorism (cf. 6.041, p. 131 infra). Also 
very frequent in them are spellings which go against the metre, or contra metrum 
spellings, a feature well attested in the Greek papyri from Egypt. Thus elision is 
frequently not indicated where demanded by the metre, scriptio plena (cf. 33.012 
infra), as well as crasis (cf. 34.022) and movable ny (cf. 49.00). The treatment of 
intervocalic iota also varies (cf. 10.04a—b infra). Metrical inscriptions comprise, to 
be sure, a special class, but it is clear that in many cases the writing practices in them 
are identical to those of prose texts, and they cannot therefore be excluded from any 
analysis of the grammar of Attic inscriptions which is comprehensive. 
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II. Published texts of inscriptions 


The printed sources of the texts of inscriptions from Attica are a great deal more 
numerous and varied today than they were at the end of the last century. Since that 
time there has appeared an entire new edition of the Inscriptiones graecae, IG 1? and 
ІС IP, still the largest collection of epigraphical texts from Attica. But many of the 
editions of texts in it are long out of date. Moreover, as this edition began to appear in 
the early twentieth century and was completed about 1940, the span of years for which 
the periodical literature is the only source of new texts is more than 35 years, and for 
some types of texts much longer. There are also many more periodicals which regularly 
publish texts of new inscriptions or revisions of older texts than there were before 
1900. There are also several annual epigraphical reports, of which the most important 
are the 25 volumes of the Supplementum epigraphicum graecum (SEG) and the ‘Bul- 
letin épigraphique' in the Revue des études grecques. These reports are also sources of 
new texts, revisions of old texts, etc., but not even the SEG is sufficiently compre- 
hensive that it can be relied upon to contain mention of all the necessary publications 
including new texts. There is also a host of specialized studies such as the Prytaneis 
(Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937]) of S. Dow, Dedications from tbe Atbenian Akropolis of 
A.E. Raubitschek, the third volume of the publications of the Ceramicus excavations 
of W. Peek, and many others. 


In addition to the SEG and the various annual bulletins the following periodicals have been 
systematically examined for texts of inscriptions and related information: Athenische Mit- 
teilungen (through volume 85 (19701), Archaiologike Ephemeris (through 1971), Archaiologikon 
Deltion (through volume 25 [1970]), Bulletin de correspondance bellénique (through volume 99 
[1975], and Hesperia (through volume 46, no.3 [1977] and including supplements 1-16 
(19761); as well as the American Journal of Archaeology, American Journal of Philology, Annual 
of the British School at Athens, Annuario della scuola archeologica di Atene, Journal of Hellenic 
Studies, Ta Athenaika, Neon Athenaion, Polemon, Revue des études grecques, Harvard Studies 
in Classical Philology, Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association, 
фе Jahrbücher and Jabresbefte of the German and Austrian archaeological institutes in Athens, 
the Praktika and the Ergon of the Greek Archaeological Society in Athens, the Archaiologika 
Analecta ex Athenon, the Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphik, and a few others. I was 
able to include the material from volumes 15 (1974), 17 (1974), and 21 (1976) of the volumes of 
publications of the excavations in the Athenian Agora, but only at the last stage of writing. Cf. 
also the Bibliography, pp. ХХІХ ff. supra. 


Many inscriptions have been augmented by new fragments or have been edited 
several times. In such cases even the choice of the proper publication reference may be 
difficult, and a single one may not suffice. Unfortunately epigraphical publications 
have not adopted the practice of retaining some original designation, usually the first 
published edition, of a text as its permanent label (as seen in Papyrology, Assyriology, 
etc.). In general I have tried to refer the reader to the most useful edition(s) of a text, 
giving the most up-to-date and complete version of it. For the numerous new texts from 
the Agora this usually means an issue or supplement of Hesperia. The SEG numbers 
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of texts are included only when the texts are published in periodicals somewhat less 
easy of access, as the texts in SEG do not usually have independent authority. When a 
text or part of a text has been published in IG І? or IG IP, the IG number is also 
normally given for reference, although the text there may be obsolete, since many 
scholars use the original numbers in IG for filing subsequent additions to the text, 
new editions of it, and other relevant bibliography. References to major collections 
such as DAA, LSAG, SEG (for indispensable bibliographical references, usually con- 
cerning dates of texts), Meiggs-Lewis, ATL 2, etc. have often been added for the 
clarification of the references and the convenience of the reader. 

Citation of the dipinti involves special difficulties, as Kretschmer's very thorough book, Die 
griechischen Vaseninschriften ihrer Sprache nach untersucht, can no longer be relied upon to 
give an accurate text. Many of the vases have been republished with revised texts of the inscrip- 
tions, in various periodicals or elsewhere. Kretschmer's book includes many texts based on old 
drawings or poor photographs. The readings of these texts have often been improved, and certain 
other inscriptions have proved to be modern. Evaluation of texts on vases which have not sub- 
sequently been republished or which are on vases which are actually lost is problematical. 
Where phenomena are unique or extraordinarily rare scepticism is certainly justified, particularly 
if the reading involves letters which can be easily confused by the eye, such as kappa and chi, or 
theta and omicron. Wherever possible I have cited vases according to Beazley's catalogs, since 
these serve to fix the vases authoritatively in terms of artist (and consequently date) and enable 
the reader to locate the vase and bibliography concerned with it. As Beazley normally includes 
only signatures and xaAóc-names it has usually been necessary to refer the reader to a second 
publication for the text of the dipinto (usually the CVA or one of the handbooks).! 


There is still much uncertainty about the archon list for the period after 300 B.C., 
especially in the third and second centuries B.C. I have consistently followed the list in 
B.D. Meritt’s Athenian Year with subsequent revisions in TAPA 95 (1964) and a few 
other minor changes. Although grave objections have been raised against parts of this 
list, and it will undoubtedly change more as additional texts become available, it is 
the most widely used version of the list today, and if it is used consistently as the basis 
for the dates in this book, it should be easy for its users to make adjustments as the list 
undergoes further correction. Accordingly all the dates of texts published in IG II? and 
elsewhere have been revised to agree with this list.? Likewise the date of many of the 
fifth-century decrees is still being debated, and I have merely referred the reader to a 
recent volume of SEG or to the Meiggs-Lewis collection as authority for the date 
cited. It simply was not possible in most cases to introduce discussion of the arguments 
for competing dates in citing texts, especially as usually these dates are too close to- 
gether for the grammatical features of the texts to offer crucial evidence one way or the 
other. 

1 None of the planned corpus of dipinti has as yet appeared, cf. H.R. Immerwahr’s announce- 
ment in Acta of the Fifth International Congress of Greek and Latin Epigraphy (Cambridge, 
1967 [1971]) pp. 53ff. 

2 Meritt’s new archon list published in Historia 26 (1977) pp.161ff. incorporates a few 
changes too minor to be significant for grammatical studies: only a few names are moved to 
different years, usually with a change of only a few years (maximum difference is 12 years). 
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Early on in the preparation of this book it became obvious to me that published 
texts of inscriptions, even of those which have been published several times or ‘re- 
vised', are not always reliable, especially in giving the small details of orthography 
of particular interest to the grammarian, and I realized that verification of many 
readings on the monuments themselves was unavoidable. Even when readings have 
been given correctly in the published texts, information has often been omitted there 
which is indispensable for the interpretation of grammatical phenomena, such as the 
presence of erasures, crowding, features of the hand which might make for copying 
errors, etc. In some cases verification has been made necessary by the contradictory 
readings printed in different editions of a text without editorial comment: the most 
recent text has not necessarily proved the most reliable. 

Although I have examined a number of vases and small objects, the recently pub- 
lished texts of dipinti produced by experts on vase painting are largely trustworthy, 
and I have accordingly been concerned for the most part to verify readings on stone 
inscriptions, which comprise the main source of evidence for this study and where the 
most was to be gained from checking. Ideally every example in this book should have 
been verified, but as that would have taken more than a lifetime and was obviously 
impossible, a selection naturally had to be made; indeed, many readings are not 
subject to much doubt. Rare or unique anomalies, or those on monuments described 
as. difficult to read, damaged, peculiar in other respects, etc. were obviously selected 
for checking; so also spellings on monuments which have been dated considerably 
earlier or later than other such spellings. Readings which have been verified on the 
stone are designated by the symbol (L.) (= lapis; the symbol has been transferred to 
other types of objects such as vases, etc.). А certain number of readings which could 
be recognized as not very doubtful have nonetheless been checked both because a 
random sample of most types of phenomena was usually verified and because all the 
readings on a given stone were sometimes verified at the time it was examined for a 
particularly doubtful case. Many other readings, usually those less likely to be in- 
accurate, have been verified from photographs, although they have not been designated 
in any special way because the citations of the publications of the photographs would 
have made cumbersome additions to the references. Checking the readings on the 
monuments themselves has enabled the making of many corrections and facilitated 
the interpretation of a good many readings in a new way, although sometimes going 
back to the monument has not only failed to resolve a difficulty but even raised new 
ones. 

In conclusion reference must be made to a special class of inscriptions which con- 
tains many orthographical variants. These are the texts on stone whose only source 
are copies made by early observers, beginning with Cyriacus of Ancona in the first 
half of the fifteenth century and continuing into the nineteenth century. While there 
is usually no question of intended falsification here,’ these earlier copyists could not 


3 I follow Meisterhans and others in excluding the almost certainly spurious Lenormant 
texts, IG П nos. 221, 301, 328; Ш nos. 3548-3638. 
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rely on the expertise developed in the field of epigraphy, especially in the past 150 
years; they had no comprehensive handbooks and little epigraphical experience. To 
cite one example, xi of the form 2 was often misread as sigma (cf. 45.01, рр.552- 
553 infra). They also tended to regularize spellings without editorial comment, and 
sometimes were careless in copying or produced inaccurate copies because they 
worked under adverse conditions. The last copyist who could be placed in this tradi- 
tion is Pittakes, who published copies of large numbers of now lost inscriptions around 
the middle of the last century. It is certain that in some cases he regularized spellings 
without mentioning it; he seems also to have sometimes recorded texts inaccurately 
from memory. Sometimes Pittakes or some other early copyist is confirmed in a 
peculiar spelling variant (cf. confirmation of Pittakes’ copy of 1? 772, Hesperia 42 
[1973] pp. 173—4, no. 1), but by and large the opposite tends to prove true (for some 
cases cf. 12.011; 35.02; 45.01; 49.00 infra). In fact the evidence of these texts known 
only from early copies must often be regarded as doubtful, especially when it contains 
spellings which are very peculiar and unparalleled. There may, however, be special 
circumstances in individual cases, and no blanket rejection or evaluation of this type 
of evidence is justified. 


III. The Nature of the Evidence: Problems of Interpretation 


The grammarian's first object is naturally to establish the reliability of the published 
text. Since in many cases the previously published version or versions of an inscription 
cannot be taken at face value, verification of the readings on the monuments them- 
selves or from photographs may be necessary.! Establishment of the definitive reading 
is of course especially difficult or even impossible when the text is known only from 
a copy and the actual monument, vase, etc. has been lost or destroyed.? Part of the 
establishment of the text is also the ascertainment of any physical features on the 
monument such as erasures, crowding, etc. which could have some bearing on the 
interpretation of spelling anomalies. 

But the problems of interpreting epigraphical evidence from a grammatical point 
of view only begin with the establishment of the most reliable texts. The first decision 
which must be made about an orthographical variant is whether it can be explained 
in purely graphic terms or not, i.e. is it some sort of mechanical phenomenon showing 
nothing about the language of the writer? Typical examples of cases easy to decide are 
such things as erroneous dittography caused by beginning a new line; simple mistakes 
in copying such as writing a letter for one similar to it or reversing the order of two 
similar letters; omission of a letter adjacent to the same or a similar letter; omission of 
a letter or letters at the start of a new line; letters left incomplete, such as О for Ө, 
A for A, E for E, etc. Then there are other purely graphic phenomena which are not 


1 Cf. p. 12 supra for criteria used in selecting phenomena for verification. 
? For the difficulties in dealing with early copies as sources of inscriptions on stone, cf. 
p. 12 supra; for early drawings of lost vases, cf. p. 11 supra. 
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errors at all, such as omissions at the ends of words caused by lack of space, especially 
at the ends of lines or where crowding, erasures, etc. are present; the closely related 
phenomenon of intentional abbreviatory shortening of words by dropping off one or 
more letters at the end; places left blank on the stone because of damage on its surface 
at the time of carving. But many cases are not so easy to decide as the foregoing. For 
example it would be difficult to decide if final -O for -ov in a small fragment dated ca. 
340 B.C. were an abbreviatory shortening or a late case of O for ov because the 
absence of other abbreviations or less ambiguous cases of O = ov might be due merely 
to the small amount of preserved text. 

Especially difficult to evaluate are cases in which an omission is involved. And yet 
the evidence for many phonological phenomena can in fact involve loss of a letter, e.g. 
т, w, etc. for ту, wr, etc.; t for є; E, О for ғ, оу; Y for ov; vowel syncope; geminates 
written simplex; тйотойс; absence of movable пу; etc. Omission is a natural and easy 
error, but one which in the case of texts carved on stone normally requires time-con- 
suming erasures to correct. To a certain extent the degree of isolation seen in a spelling 
(or in its date) can help to determine whether the loss of a letter is phonologically 
significant or not: does the example fit into a pattern of contemporary phenomena or 
is it quite unparalleled? To give an example: a spelling like ЕуӨбе for бувабе in a 
metrical text is certainly only a careless omission, because it leaves an unpronounceable 
combination of letters; a few other spellings like ávé£Oxev, Ктох\с̧, etc., while 
leaving a pronounceable combination of letters, might be the same sort of graphic 
mistake as év@5e—it is difficult to decide. But Веоуіхібте for Begevixidnys is quite 
another matter, for it occurs in a number of contemporary texts and exhibits a kind 
of vowel syncope recognizable in Greek, cf. oxógóov. So also an example of t for ev 
might be convincing as more than an accidental omission if there were contemporary 
examples on other texts ог if there were cases of eu for 1 in the same or contemporary 
texts. 

Each of the many cases difficult to resolve must be evaluated in terms of the text in 
which it occurs. It should be noted whether the text shows other signs of carelessness 
in its execution which might tend to make one suspect careless omission, i.e. letters 
left incomplete, other certain omission, copying mistakes, etc. Caution must be used 
here, however, for it should be apparent that an individual prone to carelessness in 
writing or copying might also be likely to fail to maintain conservative standard 
orthography, occasionally allowing variants which betray developments such as sound 
changes. The large inventory of 329/8, IG II? 1672, illustrates well this combination. 
So also do the cruder sepulchral monuments, difficult to evaluate because of the small 
amount of text on each monument: they are prone to graphic mistakes, but can also 
be seen to show evidence of phonological phenomena before other more formal 
documents. It must be admitted that in some instances it is simply impossible to decide 
whether a spelling variant is due to purely graphic factors or not. 

Before proceeding further it would be well to consider who was responsible for the ortho- 
graphical variants of texts carved on stone. Many of the accidental graphic mistakes can be safely 
attributed to the stone-cutter, e. р. letters left incomplete, or other spellings which can be related 
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to some physical aspect of the stone such as crowding, erasures, new lines, etc. So also most of 
the copying errors are presumably the mason's, although it would be risky to say all are, as it is 
not known whether any recopying might have been done before the copy was presented to the 
stone-cutter. Even in the case of decrees and inventories of the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, 
which we know were the responsibility of an official, normally a yoappateds, nothing is known 
of the processes involved in the preparation of the final copy from which the stone-cutter worked. 
Certainly some purely graphic errors, such as omissions, dittographies, etc., could just as easily 
have been made on the papyrus copy as by the stone-cutter. As for the variants which are evidence 
for grammatical phenomena, such as phonetic spellings instead of traditional ones, there seems 
to be no way to tell who was responsible. It is reasonable to suppose they were usually on the 
copy, as the mason was probably required to carry out the purely mechanical task of reproducing 
his exemplar exactly; but here too no certainty is possible, for it has been demonstrated that even 
persons trying to make mechanical copies sometimes alter spellings in accordance with their 
pronunciation. In some cases the stone-cutters may have prepared their own copies from which 
to work; for example, a formal dedication of the Roman Period shows considerable artistry in 
the arrangement and spacing of the text on the monument, for which it seems far more likely the 
carver was responsible than the person(s) who ordered the monument. The execution of texts 
which were to be placed on stones in the stoichedon style may also have necessitated preparation 
of a special copy at the stone yard. Presumably all texts actually carved on stone by masons (not 
included here of course are graffiti incised on fragments of stone, cf. p.7 supra) were prepared 
from written copies on papyrus or some other temporary material, although even here one could 
conceive that some kioniskoi might have been dictated to the stone-cutter by the purchaser since 
the texts are so short and the monuments may well have been mass produced and thus ready on 
demand except for the inscription. 

Problems of interpretation do not end with the elimination of purely graphic 
phenomena. In the first place the significance of spellings may be in doubt. Frequent 
confusion of et and v is not difficult to interpret: et has clearly passed from (е) to [i], 
i.e. it has become identical with 1. The sound change involved is easy and natural, and 
et has continued to have roughly this same sound until the present day. The change of 
i to є, would be less natural and would require the assumption of another change 
back to |і) in order to explain the pronunciation іп MG, and it may therefore be dis- 
counted. But other spelling variants are not so clear. In the course of the fourth 
century £t is gradually adopted as a variant for ть as in tipet, Soxet (subjunctive), etc. 
Does this mean that nı is now no longer a diphthong, but equivalent to the & of elvan, 
etc., i.e. Ге"), or does it mean that nı has changed from a long diphthong [`1] to a short 
one [е] (as if wu were to change to 01)? Do variants like IIewpaeóg for Пемолеос 
indicate the iota was actually dropped or had it become some kind of y-like glide 
between vowels which could not be indicated graphically, i.e. was Iletgaeóg = 
[pe -raPe"s]? Do spellings like “HoaxAerovs, “АХоцеиос indicate a similar glide devel- 
oping between в and a following back vowel, or do they indicate е has a closer sound 
here, comparable to (е), but short? Or are they perhaps due to graphic confusion, 
brought on by variations like Лабреоу for Лабреюу, etc.? 

Difficulties of interpretation also arise because of the essentially conservative nature 
of the written word generally, and of the language of stone inscriptions from Athens, 
especially formal public documents, in particular (although even in them there were 
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cases where spelling was not standardized, cf. pp.3—4 supra). Thus evidence for 
a sound change may appear fairly late, and even after the change in pronunciation 
has definitely occurred, evidence for it in inscriptions may be rare. In the early period, 
it is encouraging to find the stone texts (at least the private ones) not lagging much 
behind the more everyday texts among the dipinti and graffiti (cf. p.8 supra) in 
providing evidence for sound changes. For later times the sepulchral monuments 
usually provide evidence of sound changes before other types of texts. It is certain that 
many of these very numerous inscriptions exhibit a quite everyday and crude style of 
writing so that it seems doubtful that very much was going on in the pronunciation 
which they do not reveal fairly quickly. The view that evidence for sound changes could 
be pushed back much earlier in date if other types of text (such as papyri) were avail- 
able is probably not tenable. А good example of the conservatism of public texts is the 
use of o vs. œ after са. 100—150 A.D.: although certainly identical in sound by this 
time, o and o are only rarely confused except in a few special lexical items. As might 
be expected, certain confusions involving inflectional endings, e.g. -tar for -te in verbs, 
тӛу for тбу, etc., remain rare except in examples of very crude writing. 

Sound changes do not necessarily occur in a short period of time, but sometimes 
occur over an extended period, i.e. there may have been competing pronunciations 
within the population for what had been previously a single sound. Some pronun- 
ciations may have been substandard for a while, a fact which could explain the 
appearance of evidence for them much earlier in cruder private texts than in others, 
although there is no way to discern whether this is the correct explanation or if it is 
just spelling conservatism. Moreover, the appearance of a variant in one public text 
or group of texts may not indicate completion of a sound change if one individual is 
responsible for the variant(s). It is rarely possible to do more than speculate on this 
sort of thing, although grammatical phenomena of many kinds can sometimes be seen 
clustering in certain texts. When evidence for sound changes begins to occur, even if 
only rarely, in several contemporary public texts, e.g. e.~t in the late third century 
B.C., n~n in the early second century B.C., etc., the new pronunciation must no 
longer be substandard or competing, but fairly general, because of the fairly con- 
servative character of the writing of these texts. 

Sometimes competing variants exist for a time and then disappear without trace. For example 
-aevs is a frequent variant for -atetc іп demotics like “АМиебс, etc. in the fourth and third 
centuries B. C., but disappears thereafter. Whether the spellings without iota indicate its deletion 
or its development to a glide between vowels, it is clear that in the later period it was the retention 
of iota which won out: not only is iota not dropped much after 200 B. C., but retention of at can 
be seen from spellings of Roman times like “АХАЕЕОС, with E for at, which is now the same as є. 

Sound changes do not always affect all the cases in which a sound occurs, whether because 
they do not affect it in certain environments, e.g. & does not develop to [i] when before vowels 
as early as еі in other situations; or forces of analogy, e.g. бика а does not develop in the same 
way as “A@nvata, probably because of the influence of бїхолос, or reasons less easy to isolate. 
The same change may occur later іп one lexical item than another: thus Птодерацс, a word first 
attested at Athens in the early Hellenistic Period, shows the simplification of -aulg to -aíc long 
after it had been achieved in other words. 
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There can also be other causes for the confusion of the graphemes of sounds besides 
the actual identity of what had been two different sounds. Certain sounds are similar 
enough that their graphemes could have been confused, especially by uneducated and 
careless writers, such as those responsible for many of the dipinti, graffiti, and less 
formal sepulchral monuments. It may be difficult to decide whether the virtual absence 
of a spelling variant in all but the dipinti and graffiti is due to spelling conservatism or 
if the graphemes for two sounds in the dipinti etc. are being confused by the semi- 
literate just because the two sounds аге sufficiently similar. The use of both xannàñov 
and xazmAiov for халтлєїоу on a defixio of the early fourth century (cf. 8.03, 
p.170 infra) is probably this type of thing, for it is hard to explain the complete 
lack of any other evidence for confusion of т and v or & purely on the basis of spelling 
conservatism. Where the volume of examples is much greater, as in the case of the 
numerous ostraca with @ep.oGoxdés ог elu on many vases, there is greater likelihood 
that a particular spelling has a phonetic basis: in these two cases it is significant that 
stone texts back up the spellings on the more rough-and-ready ostraca and dipinti: 
гіш is normal on archaic stone texts and aspirate assimilation is attested in fifth- 
century stone inscriptions of all kinds. The hesitation between | and et/e in Кмуісс, 
etc. тау be a related phenomenon: є may have had a closer sound after хд-, causing a 
use of the grapheme I, although the universal use of EI/E later rules out any actual 
identity with X here. A special type of confusion of graphemes of similar sounds is the 
failure to render a sound completely. This may be reasonably attributed to semi- 
literate writers, and usually takes the form of incomplete rendering of a diphthong, 
e.g. -ҮХ for -є0с, -Y for ov, I for et, А for at, or partial spelling of a cluster, such as 
-ХР- for -ото- and the like. The dipinti and graffiti offer the most examples of this type 
of thing, but it occurs rarely in later texts with less formal writing. 

In general it seems that a conservative attitude must be maintained in evaluating the 
evidence of inscriptions for the Attic dialect, for as has been seen in the preceding 
pages, there are many points which are subject to a certain amount of doubt and 
dispute. To seize upon certain spellings found only in very crude texts and involving 
omissions, e.g. I for EI in Пкоісоолос (9.021, no.1, p.190 infra) as evidence for 
change of єї to T |і"), in this case in the sixth century B.C., is a quite risky and un- 
convincing procedure. There are at least four other explanations which could account 
for the spelling: simple graphic omission, assimilation, confusion of two similar 
sounds ([e!] and [i-]), incomplete or inaccurate rendering of the diphthong (like -YZ 
for -EYZ). The last two assume semi-literacy, evidenced in the omission of -т- in the 
cluster -ото-. The language of stone inscriptions is conservative, but even decrees of the 
fifth and fourth centuries, and especially the lengthy inventories of the fourth century, 
give enough clues of phonological phenomena through variant spellings that it is not 
likely that other sound changes can be assumed to have occurred without evincing 
the slightest trace in the epigraphical sources. There is some evidence that є = t by 
the second half of the fourth century B. C., although this change can only be assumed 
with absolute certainty to have been general by the later third century; there is also 
some indication, rather uncertain, that nt is no longer а diphthong by ca. 350 B.C.; 
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and the pronunciation of С was certainly [2] or [zz], but no longer [zd], by the time of 
Alexander. But attempts to move any other changes characteristic of MG on the basis 
of epigraphical evidence to an earlier date are simply not cogent and convincing. For 
Attica most such changes can only reasonably be assigned to the later Hellenistic 
Period or Roman times. Some cannot be documented at all in Attic inscriptions. 

In conclusion a few remarks about the use of orthographical variants as evidence for 
dating stone inscriptions are in order. For the most part grammatical phenomena 
provide good evidence for the date of an inscription when used in conjunction with 
other evidence, but to rely on them exclusively is probably in most cases not methodo- 
logically sound. This is true for several reasons. Many orthographical variants occur 
over a long period of time, and their usefulness for dating is limited, since they can 
naturally only provide broad outlines for a date. A few phenomena can occur at almost 
any period, although they may be very rare at all times. Other variants are hard to 
date because such a large proportion of the texts in which they occur are themselves 
texts which lack evidence for a precise date. But even spellings which can be assigned 
to a fairly limited period may not be trustworthy evidence for the date of a text. 
Usually there are a few precocious examples of a variant, quite a bit earlier than the 
period in which it is normal, and there are also normally some unusually late examples. 
Take for example the spelling -nog for earlier -єкос (cf. 9.031, pp.202ff. infra): this 
spelling is frequently used to date a text to the period ca. 50 B.C. to ca. 50 A.D., and 
this is the period in which it is most frequent. But there are certainly two examples in a 
decree of orgeones dated by the name of the archon Sonikos to the year 175/4 B.C., 
and a few other instances are probably as early as 100 B.C. There are also four 
examples іп texts certainly later than 100 A.D.: one document is even later than the 
middle of the third century A.D. Where а text contained -пос for -&voc, but other 
evidence pointed to a date in the late second century B.C., it would be most reasonable 
to date it then. А text with no other evidence for the date beyond -тос might be 
described as containing a spelling variant attested as early as 175/4 B.C. and as late 
as 250 A.D., but frequent in the period ca. 50 B.C. to ca. 50 A.D. Probably no more 
than that is strictly justifiable. The very nature of changes in pronunciation is such that 
one would expect precocious signs of them in the writing of some individuals and a 
conservative retention of earlier pronunciations or of older orthography in others. 
Thus while changes in the phraseology of formulae can often provide a very precise 
indication for dating a text, the evidence of spelling variants is much less precise and 
must usually be used in conjunction with other evidence to establish the date of a text 
in a convincing way. 


1. SCRIPTS, LAY-OUT ОЕ TEXTS, PUNCTUATION, ETC. 


1.00 Attic script 


The epichoric alphabet in official use in Attica until 403/2 В.С., usually called the 
Old Attic alphabet, consisted of the following letters: 


A M 
B N 
A о 
А г 
Е 9 [in use only until about 550 B.C., cf. 
I 1.012] 
Н [= [h] only, for irregularities P 
cf. 42.011] Ү 
о т 
1 Ү 
К Ф 
V X 


The chief distinguishing features of this script are: 


A= ү, not A (written V) 

Н = h, no Q: hence Е and О had to represent both long and short vowels and not only the 
inherited long vowels [e] апа [>], but also those of secondary formation, the 
so-called spurious diphthongs, [е] and [o]. Thus ЕМЕ (= 66, METEP 
(= pie), ENAI (= elva; TO (= то or той), TON (= tóv or тфу), etc. For 
[e] and (о:), the spellings EI and OY, normal later, are occasionally attested quite 
early, but are still exceptional even in the late fifth century, cf. 9.011—9.012, 
EI = [e]; 13.01-13.02, OY = [0]. 

No Є, V, for which the digraphs ХУ, ФУ were used, cf. 1.011. 


[A number of these letters undergo a considerable development in their shape in the course of 
the Archaic Period and fifth century, e.g. $ is an earlier form of 2, Ө of ©, etc. Such changes lie 
outside the scope of the present study, as do the numerous later developments of Attic letter- 
forms. For the Archaic Period the most important facts are assembled іп LSAG pp. 66—67. For 
the fifth century, cf. К. Meiggs, JHS 86 (1966) pp.86—98. Cf. also Guarducci, EG 1 pp.23, 
131-134. The use of letter-forms as criteria for dating texts is a procedure subject to con- 
siderable risks, cf. the doubts of A.J. Graham for the Archaic Period, "Dating Archaic Greek 
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Inscriptions” in Acta of the Fifth International Congress of Greek and Latin Epigraphy (Cam- 
bridge, 1967 [1971]) pp.9—17. H.B. Mattingly has questioned the criteria for dating fifth- 
century texts on pp. 27—33 of the same volume of articles of the fifth epigraphic congress. For 
the letter-forms of the Hellenistic and Roman Periods or even the fourth century, no really 
comprehensive treatment is available, but cf. Guarducci, EG 1, pp.368—390. Much of the 
material in Larfeld's Schrifttafel zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des attischen Alphabets (end of his 
Handbuch 2.2, published 1902) is now obsolete. Also useful are the collections of photographs 
in Imagines? and Graindor, Album.] i 


1.011 ФУ, ХХ. The almost universal use of the aspirated stops in these digraphs is 
regarded by some scholars as evidence that the stop really was aspirated or even 
became a spirant in Attic (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1 p.211; he cites the Armenian transcrip- 
tions p's, k's for лр, E). Others (notably M. Lejeune, Lit. infra; cf. his views on the 
pronunciation of 9, хд, cf. 46.05, p.571 infra) explain the spelling as indicating 
voiceless lenis (French doux) stops. Since Фф, x, were normally lenis, and x and х were 
fortis, ФУ and XZ, although not accurate, were closer to a correct representation than 
ПУ and КУ. The occasional extension of the aspiration in Хоофетолфу for Хоуле- 
тофу might point towards the former view, but cf. p.456 infra. The only evidence 
that stops were lenis before sigma consists of X, XX spellings. On the basis of written 
evidence alone it is scarcely possible to decide between the two explanations. For the 
close association of the two consonants there is also good evidence in their frequent 
inversion in semi-literate contexts, і.е. оф, оу, (cf. infra) and in the assimilation of the 
stop to the sibilant, i.e. X for їр, Е (rarely attested in Attica, except in Ебу-» úv, cf. 
45.01, 45.011, 45.02). In some dialects (e.g. Naxian) use of АХ attests to the spiranti- 
zation of the stop before sigma, but such spellings are never found in Attica. 

The substitution of the unaspirated stop, i.e. the spellings KZ and ПУ, is extremely 
rare in Attic texts, and most of the examples are doubtful. A vase which has the 
signature Koevoxhés twice (ABV pp.184—5, cup) rests only on the questionable 
authority of an early copy, and since XoevoxAég (once spelled ZyevoxAéc) is well 
attested for this painter elsewhere (cf. ABV pp.184—6; Paralipomena рр.76-77), it 
is likely X was misread for K by the maker of the early reproduction. Likewise the 
vase with Хбоолс̧, cited by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.179 (from a drawing), 
seems to have disappeared; for Хаоофс оп rf. vases, cf. ARV? p.138, Charops painter 
no. 1; p. 167, Bowdoin-Eye painter no. 10 ([X]ó[po]gc). The reading Tóxoagtc has 
now been corrected to Tóyoagic, cf. HRF 2 p.iii (corrigenda to HRF 1, p. 408); D. von 
Bothmer, Amazons p. 132, no.7 (= ARV? р. 17, no. 19). The vase cited by Kretschmer 
(p. 179) for the spelling Avtoxota is an Italian product, cf. A.D. Trendall, The Red- 
Figured Vases of Lucania, Campania and Sicily (1967) p.339, no.797. On a vase of 
the Brygos painter, read not “Олоц- but "Ороїнєс, cf. ARV? p.369, no.1 (= HRF1 
p.119, no. 8). 

The only certain cases of K in the early period are in ZK, when inversion has taken 
place, and deaspiration is perhaps not so surprising (cf. the tendency for -от- in place 
of -09- in some dialects, attested rarely in Attic, 46.02). СЕ KaAMoxevog оп one of 
the more than 250 Kallixenos ostraca, Hesperia 19 (1950) p.385, no. 17; охоуӨбу 
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(= Eavédv) on a vase by Psiax, cf. Н.В. Immerwahr, Acta of the Fifth International 
Congress of Greek and Latin Epigraphy (Cambridge, 1967 [1971]) p.55, no.1 
(7 ARV? p.7, no.3). 

Crudities of later times are: ло for ф in an inventory of objects dedicated by manu- 
mitted slaves, inscribed са. 330—320, where JONHNIIXZHKIZTPIE[ probably = 
]óvnv лотүхотоі é[v, cf. Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208ff., p.222, line B91, cf. p.231; 
Ехоете, a false archaism in an oracular text carved in the Old Attic alphabet, probably 
in the reign of Hadrian, cf. II? 5007.10. 

The inverted УФ, ХХ аге attested in dipinti, ostraca, and a few stone texts. Of the 
stone texts, two are documents of an official kind: records of the epistatai at Eleusis 
(по. 6); list of the possessions of the Hermokopidai (по. 7). Note that in the archaic 
dedication, P 543 (= DAA p.50, no.48) (510-5002), the spelling Alyotves was first 
written and then corrected to Аісуімес, the opposite of the correction іп no. 2. 


Most of the dipinti are signatures of Epiktetos; of the vases in Beazley's catalog, eighteen have 
Еүововеу and sixteen Ёүсафоғу, cf. ARV? pp.70—79, р. 1705; the spelling ITvo[v]óoxevoc also 
occurs, ARV? p.77, по.86, on a vase with Еүоароеу. Other dipinti: TooyomAe, ABV p.104, 
Tyrrhenian group по. 123 (= CVA, France 2, plates 18.2, 19-20), ZyevoxA£c, XotvoxAéc оп 
a vase of Xenokles, ABV p.186, no. 11 (= HBF p.423, no.8); two vases of Psiax: схоудбу 
(= Баудду) cf. supra; Ухауддс ABV p.293, по. 10 (cf. AJA 54 [1950] рр.311-315); Ухау- 
66[s], Joxtóeuov (probably for "АХевідтиоє in accusative) ABV p.266, Antimenes painter по. 5 
(cf. JHS 47 [1927] p. 69). Cf. бохос (= бБос) Agora 21, p.74, no. Hd 1 (= Hesperia 18 [1949] 
p.336, по. 102) (425—400) graffito. Eyeaoye twice, Paralipomena p.69, КР---ЕХ (name of 
painter unknown), bf. vase, is just a crude graphic mistake. For the ostraca, cf. no. 5 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.93, notes 832, 835; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.211; Lejeune, Phonétique p.69, p.72 (= 
Тай p.45, p. 62). For lenis and fortis stops, Heffner, Phonetics p. 120. 


Examples (stone texts and ostraca): 


1) ev]oxáuevoc P 765.2 (= DAA p. 163, no. 147) (ca. 520—510?) ded. (L.); 

2) XosvoxMeg (corrected from ZyevoxAéec) DAA p.45, no. 42 (= IG I suppl. no.373?!?) (fin. 
s. МІ a.?) ded.; 

3) oxvhoðeoglós] I? 645 (ca. 500?) ded., for the word cf. II? 1556.34; 

4) офоҳ[] I? 920.6 (= СУІ 1 p.660, no. 2042) (са. 500) sep. mon., ovvpevoy[ (= ovvpetyo[etv) 
ib. 3 (L.); 

5) Hesperia 19 (1950) p.387, no.22 (483 aut 482) ostraca; of the more than 250 Kallixenos 
ostraca, six have KaA(A)loyevos, cf. КОММ охғуос̧ on Hesperia 19, p. 385, no. 17; 

6) oxvvaoxóvtov І? 311.6 (422/1—419/8) inv., хөзуаоубутоу ib. 13, 20; 

7) 'Axoxvóxo Hesperia 22 (1953) р. 279, no. 7, line 46 (= I? 331.7) (ca. 414) inv. 


1.012 Оорра (9). The earliest Attic example of qoppa is the graffito --?оцо-- оп a 
seventh-century sherd, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 2 (1939) p.126, no. B56. ? was normal in 
Attic writing until about 570—550. It is regularly used before o-vowels, even when X 
intervenes: e.g. МфореФос graffito on a SOS amphora,! LSAG p.77, no. 10c (fin. s. 
Vila./init. s. Ма); 9боахс, А9%ос dipinti on a dinos of the Tyrrhenian group, ABV 


! For the term SOS amphora, cf. R. M. Cook, Greek Painted Pottery? (London, 1972) p.76. 
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p. 104, no. 123 (= CVA, France 2, plates 18.2, 19—20) (са. 575—550); IIaxoo9A[ 
dipinto on an early bf. fr., ABV p.26, KX painter no.29 (= JHS 49 [1929] p.258, 
no. 14); ЕТЕОФУОІ (= “Етео%”Ао<о) ABV p.135, Group E по.44 (= CVA, England 
4, plate 24.1a—1b) (ante 550); Патоо?Хос dipinto оп a bf. kantharos, Paralipomena 
p.72, Sokles (= Furtwangler, Beschreibung по. 1737) (са. 550); etc. Cf. graffiti from 
the Agora collection: ]£&ioc Agora 21, p. 17, no. D 5 (fin. s. VII/init. s. Ма); Ло?оо 
Agora 21, p. 19, no. D 18 (ca. 550). 

But by ca. 570 qoppa is already being replaced by kappa in the dipinti: e.g. Кооа?ос 
graffito on а SOS amphora,! LSAG p.77, no. 10h (= BSA 50 [1955] p.67ff., no. 11) 
(600—550); ?ópaxc alongside Kogovic, XagvxAó on the François vase, ABV p.76, 
Kleitias no. 1 (= HBF p.150, no.2) (ca. 570); Аохбліс оп a contemporary vase, ABV 
p. 80, The Painter of Acropolis 601 no.2 (JHS 49 [1929] p.262, no.31); one Sophilos 
vase (f1.575—550) employs ? in Хар17Х6, cf. ABV p.39, no.15 (= LSAG p.77, 
no. 14а),2 but on another Патоох)®с (probably for ПатоохХофс, with Y for [o:], cf. 
13.04, p.260 infra), cf. ABV p.39, по.16 (L.); Порохбик and Код бие on the 
same vase, contemporary with Exekias, ABV p.136, Group E no.49 (-- СУА, France 
4, plates 19-20); Nut oo0évec, a single bf. vase, ABV p.230, no. 1 (under cups, Berlin 
inv. no. 1801), but Nvxoo0évec on numerous contemporary vases, cf. ABV рр.216- 
235, Ратайротепа р. 109; etc. 

Most of the examples of qoppa on stone texts are in dedications dating ca. 600— 
550 with %ége. or Глаю?блібі: e.g. 12466 (= LSAG p.77, no.13) (600-5752); 
12464 (= DAA p.340, по.318) (600-5502); 12463 (= LSAG p.77, по. 18) (5662); 
I? 468 (558? cf. DAA p.358); 12 465 + 12391 (= Deltion 20 [1965] Chronika p. 10, 
plate 3; SEG 24.59) (ca. 550). For P463 and 12468 at least, there is good external 
evidence for the date beyond the lettering. The last cases of ? not on vases are probably 
Е064%ос on a bronze plaque inscribed for the tamiai, I? 393.3 (= LSAG p.77, no.21) 
(са. 5502); and ]?блаїд on a bronze ded. from the Acropolis, I? 418 (none of these 
bronzes earlier than са. 550, cf. LSAG p.68, note 1). But K already in: x6get 12 1014 

= IGAA p.138, по.46) (са. 540?) sep. mon.; Kogtiviog 12488 (post 550), xdger 
I? 663 (+ 12548, cf. DAA p.10, no.6) (527—514), Kopovides I? 747 (= DAA p.375, 
no. 336) (525-5002), all dedications. 

Before Y, ? is poorly attested. On a bf. amphora (dated ca. 570) there occurs the 
strange K?vsAvvog (for KevAévvog), where the writer apparently could not decide 
which letter to use, cf. ABV p.96, Tyrrhenian group no.14 (— Imagines? plate 3, 
no.6); the band EI of elpf point to an Attic writer, but ABEY$ looks foreign (cf. 
p.546 infra). The ?vxAooyAeuvÓo cited by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.100 
(= О. Benndorf, Griechische und sicilische Vasenbilder [Berlin, 1868) plate 30, по. 6), 
has letters which look suspiciously non-Attic. Cf. oxvAetet, dipinto on a vase assigned 
to the painter of the Frangois vase, ABV p.77, Kleitias no.4 (= Graef-Langlotz 
plate 24) (ca. 570). А sep. monument (ca. 540?) has Кодоу, cf. 12 1016 (= IGAA 
p. 136, no. 41; LSAG p.77, no.22). This avoidance of qoppa before Y provides good 


2 Хао1936 also on the new Sophilos dinos recently acquired by the British Museum (L.). 
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evidence that the Attic Y had already changed from [u] to [y] at this time. Qoppa does 
occur before Y in two graffiti from the Agora collection: Agora 21, p.18, no. D12 
(found in a deposit of 600—575): Фубіцахос; Agora21, p.88, no. K2 (s. МІа.): 
*vx[oac. It is possible that these graffiti and K?veXvioc belong to a transitional period 
in which the value of v was changing from [u] to [y], if they are not the work of non- 
Athenians. 

There are no Attic examples of ? before a. 


Lit.: MS? p.3, note 14; LSAG pp. 33—34, 67. For ? asa numeral, cf. 5.022 infra. 


1.013 Digamma (р). Although digamma was not normally used in Attic inscrip- 
tions, it does appear in two archaic texts on stone, both metrical, to indicate the glide 
between a and v in the diphthong av: 


--}v ágvy[óo ?-- following LSAG p.76, no.7, ог varvz[eyós following the text of I? 672, on 
a fr. of a ded. from the Acropolis, probably dated 625—600. This text was not accepted as 
Athenian by Schwyzer because the marble is Naxian (cf. DGE p. 383, no. 2), but as other dedi- 
cations on Naxian marble are known to be Attic, his objection is probably not valid. But the 
very fragmentary nature of the text makes any assumption about it quite uncertain (cf. LSAG 
p.71). 

арлтбо ІЗ 1012 (= IGAA р. 137, no. 44) (са. 550—540?) sep. mon.; certainly Attic (cf. LSAG 
pp. 72—73); cf. C. D. Buck, CP 20 (1925) p. 140, no. 5 (L.). 

А third example of р on a stone monument must be rejected: the - АХРО-- originally read on 
а small fr. from Eleusis, cf. AE 1894, p. 170, по. 11, cannot stand; K. Clinton examined the stone 
and ruled out р as impossible, although the letter in question remains uncertain; gamma would 
best fit the traces. 

F has its normal place in several abecedaria inscribed on sherds: Agora 21, p.7, nos. A1 
(= Lang, Graffiti no. 3) (fin. s. VIlIa./init. s. УШа.); A2 (s. Ма.); АЗ (init. s. Va.); possibly also 
on а sherd from Hymettus, cf. --ABl'AE;-- Hesperia, suppl. 16 (1976) р. 17, no.20, cf. fig. 7 
and plate 4 (s. УШа.), where only a small part of the upright hasta is preserved, so that if a 
complete letter followed the epsilon it can not have been zeta, but might well have been digamma. 
Digamma is said to occur on a lead plaque found in the Acropolis excavations and not since 
republished: the text is an abecedarium of Ionic letters containing qoppa and sampi and hence is 
probably numerals, cf. Bullettino dell’Instituto di Corrispondenza Archaeologica per l'anno 
1867 (Rome, 1867) p.75; there is no indication of date (Pervanoglu assumed it was post-403 
because of the Ionic letters). In Agora 21, nos. A2 and АЗ the digamma has the form С, also 
found in 12760, where it is apparently used as an alphabetic numeral, cf. 5.022, p.117 
infra. 


F is exceedingly rare in dipinti. The EIOVEO$ on a bf. vase in London, ABV p.282, 
IV no.2 (Antimenes painter and his circle) (= CVA, England 8, plate 74.2, 75.2), is 
probably for ріблеос, cf. a few non-Attic cases of E for р due to carelessnesss cited by 
Kretschmer (cf. Lit. infra). His explanation that a non-Athenian vase painter mixed 
Fvókaoc and 'IóXeog is more convincing than Thumb’s tracing the anomaly to а mis- 
guided attempt to archaize (cf. IF9 [1898] p.334). As v is short here, it is very un- 
likely that EI — v. On a bf. vase in San Francisco occurs EVEO*AI (L.), cf. ABV 
p.345, Lekythos no.2 under Ш (= CVA, USA 10, plates 11.2, 30.1), which if not à 
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nonsense inscription (H.R. W. Smith does not quite commit himself іп CVA, text 
p.32) might be for ёХбооц (< áw, i.e. ЕХафуш). Epigraphically, one might also 
read EYfO$AI, but that yields no satisfactory sense. 


Lit.: MS? p.3, note 15; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften рр.96-97, LSAG pp.25, 66. For digamma 
as a numeral, cf. 5.022 infra. 


1.014 Sampi (Т). The only use of the early Ionic letter T, of uncertain origin and 
value, and only later called sampi, so far claimed for an Attic text is on the amphora in 
Athens by the Nettos painter, ABV p.4, no.1 (ca. 615 B.C.). A.L. Boegehold (AJA 66 
[1962] p. 405, cf. plate 120), after a very careful scrutiny of the vase, has now suggested 
that the painter first wrote NETOS, then corrected it to NETOS. He went on to infer 
that the painter was probably non-Athenian. The traces underneath the tau certainly 
could be an original Т", but they are not so clear as to make this interpretation abso- 
lutely certain. But since [legevc¢ appears on another fragment attributed to this same 
painter, cf. ABV p.5, no.4 with lit., it is difficult to assume he was non-Athenian, 
especially since the use of Attic -о(о)- (cf. 43.03) in this name has a good parallel in the 
Пеоедс on a fr. assigned to Kleitias, who was almost certainly Athenian, cf. ABV p.77, 
no.2 (= J.D. Beazley, The Development of Attic Black-Figure [Berkeley and Los 
Angeles, 1951] plate 12.3). ` 

Otherwise "Т is attested in Attic texts only as a way of differentiating the last of а 
series of twenty-five fourth-century B. C. pinakia, cf. Hesperia 29 (1960) pp.398—399, 
plate 87.24. The earliest use of Т as a numeral оп a stone text even outside Attica is 
apparently as late as the second century B.C., cf. SIG? no. 695.83, where the numerical 
value is disputed. For T — 900 in II? 2776 and on an amphora handle, cf. 5.022. 


Lit.: F. W.G. Foat, JHS 25 (1905) pp. 338 ff.; LSAG pp. 38-9. 


1.021 H — [h]. Even in texts in Attic script, H — [h] may occasionally be omitted, 
cf. 42.01. 

On boundary stones there is a conventional retention of H = [h] in the word Һбоос 
even in conjunction with Ionic script: cf. II? 2555, II? 2569 —IP 2571, 12 2593 (НРОХ, 
i.e. һ‹оос), II? 2603 —II? 2604, II? 2606, II? 2609 (not later than s. IV a., cf. Kirchner's 
note), 12 2610, II? 2613-II? 2614, П22620а-Ь, 12 2624, 122633; Hesperia9 
(1940) p.267, fig.4; Hesperia 21 (1952) p. 379, no.37; AE 1968, Chronika p.21, and 
plate 98 (= Archaeological Reports 16 [1969—70] p.5, fig.5); Һбоос is rare in 
mortgage horoi, cf. 12 2712, 12 2728; Hesperia, suppl. 9 (1951) p.25, Adden- 
dum 1 (b). 

Less frequently there is retention of Н = [h] in such texts in the word hiegóv, e.g. 
htegóv Ас̧ Zevio 12 886; huegdv ... үйс 12866 (= ОСЕ p.384, по.9.3) (the short 
text not in pure Ionic, АНУ = үйс shows Attic gamma intended, cf. 2.021, по.3, 
p.43 infra); hógoc hiegd Hesperia 10 (1941) p.38, no.4; Һбоос Бієоб убифтс ВСН 
82 (1958) p.366, fig. 5. Rather unusual is: боос htegd 'AzxóAAovoc, in II? 2601 (L.), 
where Н = [h] is retained іп hiegóv, but not Һбоос. Cf. similar retention of Н = [h] 
only іп hiegóv in a decree of 418/7 in mixed script, cf. 2.02, no. 5, p. 41 infra. 
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There is rarely any very precise indication of date for these boundary stones, but 
some are certainly as late as the fourth century; O for ov occurs in many of them, and 
this and considerations of lettering, etc., support the assumption that most of them 
are earlier than ca. 350 B.C. 

An archaizing dedication of choregoi from the tribe of Oineis dated ca. 150 A.D. 
has "Еоийс hxxotopáðfngs], cf. II? 3121. A similar archaism may occur in II? 2524: 
hó[ooc] (aet. Herodi Attici?). Cf. HIEPOKAHX in II? 1987а (іп add.).8 (са. 50р.), 
names of epheboi inscribed on the tower of Andronicus. 

The reading НПАХАХ on the lead curse-tablet published by E. Ziebarth, GGN 1899, pp. 117— 
118, no. 18/19 is apparently correct, cf. А. Abt, Bleitafeln aus Münchner Sammlungen (= Archiv 
(йг Religionswissenschaft 14 [1911]) pp. 143 ff. This text belongs to a group of tablets, assembled 
by L. Robert, Collection Froebner 1 p.15 and convincingly dated by him to the fourth century 
B.C. Indeed they are probably early fourth-century. But it is very unlikely that HITAXA here 
represents h«»zó&oac with a survival of H for [h], as originally suggested by Schwyzer (cf. MS? 
p. 86, note 725) and approved by W. Rabehl, De sermone defixionum atticarum (Berlin, 1906) 
p.21. These texts are clearly products of semi-literacy, cf. xarnàñov alongside xazmAiov on the 
one published by Robert (cf. 8.03), and probably H was incised accidentally for A here, cf. 
Schwyzer, Neue Jahrbücher für das klassische Altertum 5 (1900) p.248. In the case of "Нхатп, 
etc. there is certainly no Н = ГБ) or [he], but just confusion of т and e, frequent in these texts, 
cf. 8.01. 


1.022 gh, uh, АҺ. A spelling |Фо)єбобоо (with -0- = -oo- cf. 43.011) occurs on an 
archaic ded. of са. 500 B.C., cf. DAA p.71, no.68 (= 12 470.4) and on several of the 
Themistocles ostraca from the Agora collection (dated to the 480s B. C.), of which 
one is illustrated Hesperia 4 (1935) p.369, fig. 25. In the ostraca -00- is usually written 
simplex, but one has the full Фов@ооМмос (L.). The ancient grammarians prescribe 
that initial rho and the second of two intervocalic rhos be aspirated, and comparable 
examples of gh- occur occasionally іп archaic Greek texts from elsewhere, cf. 
ehoraiot, IG IX.1, no. 868.3 (= DGE p.64, no. 133.2) (Corcyra). 

In Latin transcriptions hr occasionally occurs instead of rh, which suggests a puff 
of breath probably accompanied the rho throughout its sounding, i.e. oh was actually 
some kind of voiceless [r], cf. Sturtevant (Lit. infra). The emphasis of the grammatical 
writings on the aspirate quality of rho in certain positions perhaps suggests that 
voiceless о was on the way out by the Roman Period, and in MG о is voiced in all 
positions. 

The Аф]с Форд. proposed with some hesitation by А.Е. Raubitschek for the ded., 12 464 
(cf. DAA p.341), is not likely to be correct; not enough of the last letter is preserved to rule out 
some other letter (e.g. pi), and there is no other evidence a simple intervocalic rho was aspirate 
in Attic at this time, even when digamma has been lost after it. 

Examples of uh are fairly frequent; Ah is rare. uh: uheyóXo I? 623 (fin. s. Ма.) ded. 
(L.); бу uhécov АМ 62 (1937) p.1, no. 1 (= SEG 10.345; LSAG p.78, no.35; revised 
text of 12837) (ca. 520—514) ded.; M]heyaxAéc, kalos-name on a rf. vase, ARV? 
p. 1598, Megakles 1, no. 3; MheyaxA£éc not infrequent on new unpublished ostraca of 
Megacles from the Ceramicus (dated 486; one is illustrated Deltion 23 [1968] 
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Chronika, plate 19); phétgvov оп an Agora sherd, Agora 21, p.59, no. На! (init. 
s. Ма.). ph also likely on two more dedications: u]heyóXo DAA p.297, по.278 (= P? 
513 + 12704) (init. s. Va.?) (L.); Амс uhe[yóXo] 12710 (ca. 500). АҺ: All Attic 
examples dipinti оп bf. vases: Ahéov Paralipomena p.69, by Neandros; Ahéov В.М. 
Stais, AE 1886, columns 83 Н., apparently not assigned by Beazley, but inscriptions are 
certainly Attic; Авбфетос О. Benndorf, Griechische und sicilische Vasenbilder (Berlin, 
1868) plate 29, no.3, probably from the Acropolis (cf. ib. p. 45) and inscriptions 
certainly Attic. The name is in the genitive as sometimes occurs on vases, cf. Póyoó 
by another figure; for the name, cf. Aófimc, father of an Athenian, in the cat., II? 
1742.56 (370/69?). 


The writing of h after 0, н, and À is entirely foreign to the more regularized orthography of 
official documents. It is likely to be a clue to actual pronunciation. In the case of u£yac, u£ooc, 
and цёто\ос it is certain that the ancestral form began not with *sm- (to give hm/mh, probably 
= voiceless (m]) but with *m-. Also in the loan-word \оу nothing but initial [l] is found else- 
where (cf. Frisk, GEW 2 p. 113); only in Aáfmg (cf. hefAnga) is àh- justified etymologically. It is 
clear that initial voiced [m] and |) (from *m-, *1-) and voiceless [m] and |) (i. е. mh, th, from *sm- 
*sl-) have fallen together to form опе set of initial m- and l- phonemes. These /m/ and Л/ seem 
to have been voiceless at Athens in the speech of some persons as late as the 4805 B. C.; when 
the statistics of uh- versus ц- оп the large numbers of Ceramicus ostraca become known, it will be 
possible to speculate whether the initial voiceless /m/ was fairly general. Initial ph- is known from 
other places in Greece in the Archaic Period and the fifth century, cf. IG V.1 no.1533 (-- ОСЕ 
p.69, по.152) (s. Va.) (Prote); IG УП no.3493 (= DGE p.69, no.151) (Megara); IGIX.1 
по. 869 (= DGE p. 65, no. 133.3) (Corcyra); etc.; so also Ah, cf. Аһафду IG IV no. 177 (Aegina). 
The grammarians make no mention of aspirate mu or lambda; presumably /т/ and Л/ were 
always voiced long before the Roman Period. 

The scansion in Homer of short vowels as long before certain initial p, ^, etc. and extension of 
ии", У, etc. to cases where no original *sm-, etc. justifies it seems governed by metrical needs, 
cf. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique 1? (1958) p. 177. Thus it may indicate nothing about the 
continuing existence of aspirate p, etc. in the period of the finalization of the epic: the bards were 
faced with certain formulae in which p, А, о counted as two consonants (because derived from 
hm e*sm-), and they extended this licence to cases where it was not etymologically justified 
after every р, 4, and о had the same sound. For évi pyeyagots on a metrical text of Roman date, 
cf. p. 534 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.84, note 715; Sturtevant pp. 60-63, Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 158—161. 


2.00 Ionic alphabet 


After the restoration of the democracy in 403/2, in which Eukleides was archon, the 
Athenians passed a decree which provided for the official adoption of the Ionic script. 
According to the historian Theopompos it was Archinos of Koile, an important mem- 
ber of the democratic faction, who persuaded the Athenians to take this step: тойс дё 
*ABnvatous Елеке yooba. тоїс тфу “Іфуоу үобирасиу "Аруїмос Елі бохоутос 
Едхдғібоу ... лері дё тоб meloavtos Lotoget Өсблорлос (from the Suda, s.v. Taplov 
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The scansion in Homer of short vowels as long before certain initial p, ^, etc. and extension of 
ии", У, etc. to cases where no original *sm-, etc. justifies it seems governed by metrical needs, 
cf. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique 1? (1958) p. 177. Thus it may indicate nothing about the 
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faced with certain formulae in which p, А, о counted as two consonants (because derived from 
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ó бїрос, cf. Herzog, Lit. infra p. 27). That Archinos also wrote something urging the 
adoption of the Ionic letters is known, and he apparently argued that V and Є were 
comparable to the Z already in use at Athens (cf. Usener, Lit. infra). Other Greek 
cities were also adopting in the later fifth and in the fourth centuries B.C. a standard- 
ized version of the Eastern Ionic scripts (hence the designation Milesian alphabet 
sometimes employed by modern scholars). Thus this script is being established at 
Delphi in the last quarter of the fifth century B.C. (cf. LSAG p.103). The standard 
form of the Ionic alphabet establishes itself in the Cyclades in most places in the second 
half of the fifth century (cf. LSAG p.291, p.297, etc.). In Boeotia the adoption of the 
Ionic letters occurs in the fourth century (cf. Lit. infra). 

In Athens the change in 403/2 was complete. No public documents can be found in 
the Old Attic alphabet after this date, and scarcely any trace of the older script can be 
found in any text. Indeed the Ionic alphabet had long been familiar at Athens before 
403 B.C., as numerous instances of its use in public and private texts testify. The 
number of pre-403 Attic texts with Ionic letters is sufficiently great to require division 
into the following sections: 


2.01 Consistent use of Ionic alphabet in texts earlier than 403/2 

2.011 Public texts 

2.012 Private texts 
2.02 Sporadic use of Ionic letters in Attic texts earlier than 403/2 B. C. 
2.03 Peculiarities in the use of the Ionic alphabet 


For archaizing revival of the Old Attic alphabet in texts of the Roman Period, cf. Introduction, 
р.9. 
Lit.: MS? pp.4—5, notes 16-18; Н. Usener, Lectiones Graecae ХХ, RM 25 (1870) рр.590- 
592; R. Herzog, Die Umschrift der älteren griechischen Literatur іп das ionische Alphabet 
(Basel, 1912) (especially pp. 27ff.); RE s.v. Archinos and Kirchner, PA no.2526; Kretschmer, 
Vaseninschriften pp. 103—108. 


The principal ancient testimonia are collected in Usener and Herzog; for fragments of his- 
torians, cf. also Jacoby, Fragmente der griechischen Historiker no. 115F 155 (Theopompus); 
no. 70F 106 (Ephorus); no.76F66 (Duris). Scholiast to Dionysius Thrax (= Bekker, Anecdota 
Graeca p.783) in Gramm. gr. 1.3, p. 183 (Hilgard). For the spread of Ionic letters in Boeotia, cf. 
P. Roesch, RP 40 (1966) pp. 78—87; S. Levin, Teiresias, suppl. 1 (1972) рр. 51—60. Cf. Larfeld, 
Handbuch 2.2, pp. 450—453. 


2.01 Consistent use of Ionic alphabet in texts earlier than 403/2 


2.011 Public texts 


State decrees. The only pre-403 Attic state decree in Ionic script which does not deal 
with a foreign person or state is I? 25 (dated 424/3, cf. no.7 infra), in which the script 
abruptly changes from the Old Attic to the Ionic alphabet in line six. There is as yet no 
satisfactory explanation for this unique example.! It is likely that the hand changes 


1 The attractive explanation proposed by Meiggs-Lewis p.204 has now been withdrawn, as 
the erased letter in line 6 was certainly not ІЧ; it was probably alpha or delta. 
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in line six as the script changes, but even this is not certain: at least the sigma, the most 
distinctive letter, in lines 6—7 is less different from that in lines 1—5 than that of the 
last lines of the text. But perhaps the new hand made an effort to imitate the lettering 
of the first five and a half lines at first in order to minimize the effect of the change of 
hands. The chief difference noticeable in lines 6ff. is a slight shift in the checker pattern 
of the stoichedon, and it would be tempting to assume this has some connection with 
the script change, but once again the stone belies the interpretation, because it is 
certain that the number of letters in the line does not change when the script does. 
Explanations thus far proposed are no more than speculation. 

All other Athenian state decrees in Ionic script before 403/2 deal with foreign 
states or persons. Some have connected the use of Ionic script with the payment of the 
expenses for the erection of the inscription by the non-Athenian party, as was the 
usual practice. Thus in the earliest such decree, I? 16, an agreement concerning the 
people of Phaselis datable to the period 469—450 В.С. (cf. no. 1 infra), it is certain 
that the Phaselites were to pay for the expenses of carving the stone (cf. lines 26—27). 
This may also be inferred in other cases, i.e. nos. 2, 4, and 11 (of these, only no.2 is 
earlier than 430 B. C.). The same may be true for the proxeny decrees, although all 
these are later than 430 B.C. except no.3 infra (in virtually pure Ionic). But the large 
number of treaties and proxeny decrees in Attic script shows that it was by no means 
normal to use Ionic letters in such texts until around 412 B.C. and later. Thus the 
extensive I? 39 (446/5), paid for by the people of Chalcis (cf. line 60), is in virtually 
pure Attic script, containing only a single Н = [є:] in line 77; and the proxeny decree, 
I? 56 (dated ca. 430, or roughly to the same date as no.3 infra), in which it is also 
stated that Leonidas of Halicarnassus paid the expenses, is also in the purest Attic 
script. By са. 412 B.C. and later, however, Attic decrees dealing with foreign states 
or persons are as often in Ionic script as in Attic. Thus nos.9—14, 16-17 are in Ionic, 
but in Attic are: 12 110, honoring Phrynichus’ assassins, of 410/9; 12 113, honoring 
Euagoras of Cyprus, of ca. 410; 12116, about the Selymbrians, either of the year 
409/8 (Staatsvertrdge 2 p. 148, no. 207) or 407 (Meiggs- Lewis p.267, по. 87), with 
only a few incursions of the Ionic alphabet (cf. 2.02, no. 7, p.41 infra); 12105, honoring 
Archelaus of Macedon, dated 407/6 (cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.277, no.91); and the frag- 
ments dealing with Carthage, probably of the year 407/6, cf. HSCP, suppl. 1 (1940) 
pp.247ff. (= Meiggs-Lewis p.280, no.92; SEG 10.136; 1247 + new fr.). In- 
structive also is the use of the Old Attic alphabet in I? 70, a decree of 424/3 honoring 
a man from Orchomenos, while Ionic letters are used in a text of 412/1 honoring his 
son (cf. по.9 infra). 

It is difficult to see why some proxeny decrees and treaties should be in Ionic, while 
others are not. If the use of Ionic were due to employment of a stone-cutter from the 
foreign state in question, as suggested by E. Schweigert (Hesperia 6 [1937] p. 319), one 
would expect some incursions of non-Attic dialect forms. But such incursions do not 
occur; all these texts are in Attic, with no peculiarities which are not well attested in 
texts of the same period in Attic script, e.g. EI and OY alongside E and О for [e] and 
[o], соу and Ёбу, etc. Where Ionic letters occur only sporadically, as in 2.02, they 
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could be due to the stone-cutter, but as there are Athenian private texts in Ionic 
alphabet of the same period there is no reason to assume he was not Athenian in 
those cases either. The complete absence of foreign dialect features in these decrees in 
Ionic script supports the view that its employment is due to the person who prepared 
the copy, as D. M. Lewis saw, cf. BSA 49 (1954) p.23, note 9. It is interesting to see 
the use of Ionic script in texts concerning areas outside the Ionic dialect area (no.6, 
Achaea; no.9, Orchomenos), perhaps indicating that it was recognized as a sort of 
standard Koine alphabet. Comparable is the selection of Ionic script for the sepulchral 
monument of Pythion of Megara erected by three Athenian tribes in 446 B.C. (no.20 
infra). It is difficult to decide whether or not the foreign person(s) who paid for the 
erection of certain of these texts could have arranged to have them carved in Ionic, or 
whether some other explanation, such as a natural tendency to select Ionic script as a 
standard alphabet in texts dealing with foreign concerns, or the independent preference 
of the Athenian secretary,? should be preferred. Certainly there is a striking avoidance 
of Ionic script in decrees which have no concern with foreign matters before 403 B. C., 
with the exception of I? 25 mentioned supra (no. 7 infra). 

It is possible that the Four Hundred instituted the Ionic alphabet in 411: at least the 
inventory of the treasurers of Athena is in Ionic that year, but those of the following 
years revert to Attic script (cf. infra and no.23). But the only decree which can be 
assigned to the period of this government (по. 10) is a proxeny decree, and, as has 
been shown, the use of Ionic in this type of decree is not unusual in this period (cf. 
nos. 8-11, 13-14, 16-17 infra). 

The last extensive decrees not concerned with foreign matters which are in Attic 
script are: I? 109 (410/9); I? 114 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15); I? 115 (409/8). The frag- 
mentary nature of the following texts makes their subject matter uncertain: I? 119 
(408/7), 12 121 (408/7), 12 123 (407/6),? all entirely inscribed in Attic script. There 
simply are too few preserved texts to provide sufficient evidence to support the as- 
sertion of B.D. Meritt (Hesperia 13 [1944] p.215) that Ionic was universally em- 
ployed in Attic decrees by 406 B. C. Of the few texts dated to 406 or later, there is 
only the heading of 406/5 (по. 15 infra), which may have been a proxeny decree, and 
nos. 16 and 17 of 405/4, both certainly proxeny decrees. Only slightly earlier (prob- 
ably 407/6) are the Carthage fragments (cf. p.28 supra), which are in Attic script. 
The decree of 405/4 honoring the Samians, II? 1.5 40 (= 12 126) was carved (or, less 
likely, re-carved, if the earlier copy had been destroyed by the Thirty, cf. Kirchner's 
comments on II? 1) when Kephisophon was secretary, i.e. 403/2, and thus reflects the 
new orthography. Similarly II? 8, although the decree was passed in 424/3, is a copy 
made in the early fourth century; the original may not have used Ionic lettering. If 
U. Kahrstedt's arguments (cf. GGN 1932 pp. 77 ff.) be accepted, then the fragment of 
text іп the Old Attic alphabet published Hellenika 2 (1929) pp. 5 ff. (= Staatsvertráge 
2 p.158) would be a decree of the special state set up at Eleusis and would be the last 
decree in Attic script, dating from the year 403 B. C. 


2 Cf. G. V. Lalonde, AJA 76 (1972) p.213. 
3 Тһе decree, ІЗ 122, now dated to ca. 420—414, cf. Hesperia 45 (1976) p. 293. 
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Other public texts. There are only five examples of complete texts in Ionic script 
earlier than 411. Two are inventories from demes outside the city. Ап inventory for 
the years ca. 450—440 which comes from Rhamnus (no.18) has the last four years 
entirely in Ionic script (lines 15—38). Comparable is a text of Ikaria (no.19) with a 
decree on one side (ca. 440?) in the Old Attic alphabet and accounts on the other, in 
which the later entries begin the use of Ionic script, at first imperfectly. The first 
entries date ca. 450, but the precise date of the quite fragmentary later entries cannot 
be ascertained. For this early use of Ionic letters in the rural demes, cf. the intermittent 
use of Q in the early (са. 460) law of the Sypalettioi (cf. 2.022, no. 1, p.44 infra). 
Adherence to Attic script seems to have been much less strict outside Athens itself. 

The Athenian copy of the accounts of the temples on Delos (of the Attic amphik- 
tyons? cf. Meiggs-Lewis p. 170) dated 434—432, is inscribed in Ionic script (по. 21). 
The Delians paid for both their own and the Athenians’ copies of the documents, and 
the standard form of the Ionic alphabet had probably been adopted on the island by 
this time (cf. Jeffery, LSAG p.297). The text contains nothing strange to the Attic 
dialect except that the name of the Delian month IIootónióv has been given to the 
Attic month Пооһбефу (cf. p. 369 infra). 

The choice of Ionic script for the sep. mon. erected for Pythion of Megara by three 
Athenian tribes in 446 (no. 20) has already been mentioned. A fr. of a cas. list of ca. 
450 in Ionic, cf. Hesperia 29 (1960) p.65, по. 114, has non-Attic names and is prob- 
ably foreign. Two casualty lists of Lemnian cleruchs of 450—425 have the heading in 
Ionic, the text in Attic script, cf. 2.02, nos. 3, 9, pp. 41—42 infra. 

А bronze shield taken from the Spartans at Pylos is inscribed (in pointillé technique): 
*Adaion фло Aaxedausfovilwv ёх (Поїо, cf. AE 1937 Part 1, pp.140—143 
(= Hesperia 6 (1937) pp.346—348; SEG 10.325, which has the text wrongly printed 
in Attic script) (ca. 424). 

Several accounts of the last decade of the fifth century were carved in Ionic script. 
The Ionic letters are first used on accounts of the expenditures of the treasurers of 
Athena under the government of the Four Hundred in 411 (no.23), perhaps an 
intended innovation (cf. Ferguson in Lit. infra, Meiggs- Lewis p.251). If so, it was not 
followed by the boards of succeeding years: the accounts of 410/9 (I? 304 A), 409/8 
(12 301), and 407/6 (I? 304B) аге in Attic script again, although the last has a few 
Tonic features (cf. 2.02, no. 8). These accounts probably do have Ionic lettering again 
for the years 406/5, 405/4, and 404/3 (cf. nos. 27, 30, 33). А few more accounts with 
Ionic script may be tentatively dated 406—404 (nos. 29, 31, 32). 


In Ionic is also a ded. of the prytaneis of Erechtheis dated by the archon's name to 
408/7 (no.26). 

The very small fragments of a tribute assessment tentatively dated to 410/9 contain 
H twice used = т (по. 24). The fragments are really too small for certainty, but in view 
of the absence of lonic script from earlier tribute documents we may suppose this 
final list—when tribute was apparently revived after four years—to have been in the 
Ionic alphabet. 
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The inventories of the treasurers of Athena for 410—406 just cited are the last 
extensive inventories in Attic script. With them should be compared the fr. of a law- 
code, Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 13ff., no. 1, dated ca. 410—404, entirely in Attic script 
except for the one peculiar use of H бог Е (cf. 2.031). 


It is doubtful if the use of EI for [e] or OY for [0°] (later ov) has much correlation with the 
choice of Ionic script. EI and OY occur only occasionally in texts in Ionic script, but are not used 
consistently as the Ionic letters are. Many texts with EI and OY аге in Old Attic. No. 11 infra, 
a very small fragment dating to 410/9, is exceptional in exhibiting a consistent use of EI and 
OY in conjunction with Ionic script (cf. 9.011, 13.01 infra). 


Lit.: Cf. 2.00, p.27 supra; W.S. Ferguson, The Treasurers of Athena (Cambridge, Mass., 1932) 
Appendix I: The Ionic Script. 


Public Texts in Ionic Script earlier than 403/2: 


In each of the following examples the symbols Н, Q, 6 (i.e. words beginning with the rough 
breathing are spelled without initial H= [h]), =, W, A, T indicate which of the Ionic letters 
happen to occur іп any given text. All these texts are entirely, or almost entirely, in Ionic script. 
Where texts contain E and/or EI for [e], О and/or OY for [0°], this is also indicated. 


State Decrees: 


1) P 16 (469—450, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.66, no.31; са. 450, cf. Staatsvertráge 2 p. 57, no. 149, 
Н.В. Mattingly's attempt to lower the date to 425/4 is not convincing, cf. SEG 22.1) Treaty 
with Phaselis. H, Q, б, =, У, E/EI, О, Г, A. 

2) P 17 (446/5, cf. Staatsvertráge 2 p.70, no. 154; SEG 21.23) Treaty with Eretria. H, Q, ó, 
О, А. 

3) P S5 (са. 430, cf. SEG 14.7) Concerning Aristonoos of Larisa. Н, О, ó, Є, У, Е, О, Г, А; 
impurities: АФЕХ in ib. 8; KQAYEI (subjunctive) ib. 11, сі. BSA 49 (1954) p.29; cf. 
23.00. 

4) IP 55 + Hesperia 13 (1944) p.211, no.2 (428/7, cf. SEG 24.6) Concerns the people of 
Aphytis. H, 9,6,5, У, E, О, Г, A. 

5) Hesperia 14 (1945) p. 115, no. 10 (425/4) Honorary decree for a Chian. Н, Q, Є, ГР), EI 
(twice), O, A. 

6) P 93 (425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19) Proxeny of Lykon of Achaea. H, Q, ©, E, WW, E, О, 
F, A. For AIGINEI in ib. 9, cf. 23.00. 

7) Ё 25.6-11 (424/3, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p. 204, no. 71; Sokolowski, Lois? p. 23, no. 12) Decree 
concerning the priestess of Athena Nike. Text begun in Old Attic script; new hand, beginning 
at line 6 (?), presumably completed it in Ionic script. Н, £2, 6, О, Г, A (L.). 

8) Hesperia 5 (1936) p. 381, no. 5 (415/4) Proxeny decree. H, Q, =, Y, E, О, Г, A. 

9) P? 103 (412/1) Proxeny of Eurytion of Orchomenos. Н, ©, 6, 5, E/EI, О, Г, А. 

10) I? 12.1—28 (411, lines 29ff. added by a second hand in 399/8; cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.247, 
no. 80) Honors for Pythophanes of Carystus. H, Q, 6, =, ¥, E, О, Г, A. 

11) P 110a (= II? 142; SEG 10.126) (410/9) Honors Halicarnassians. H, Q, 6, EL OY, Г, A. 
The consistent use of EI (2 cases) and OY (3 cases) is unique in a fifth-century text in Ionic 
script (cf. 9.011, no. 29, p.175 infra; 13.01, no. 17, p.241 infra); but the text mentions the 
name of the archon of 410/9 in the opening. There is no evidence to support the re-carving 
of the text ca. 375 or later except for the use of EI, OY, and most scholars have accepted the 
lettering as satisfactory for 410/9. But some doubt must remain (L.). 
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12) 12117 (407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.270, no.88) Treaty with Clazomenians at Daphnous. Н, 
0,6,5, W, E/EI, О, T, A. 

13) I? 118 (408/7) Honors Oiniades of Palaiskiathos. H, Q, 6, Є, У, E, O/OY, Г, A. 

14) I? 106a (= IP 48) (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 24.17; probably ante 405/4) Proxeny decree frag- 
ment. Н, Q, ó, =, E, О, Г, A. 

15) I? 124 (406/5) Heading only, subject unknown. H, Q, T, A. 

16) I? 125 (405/4) Honors Polybos of Gortyn. H, Q, 6, Є, Г, A. 

17) Hesperia 39 (1970) p. 111 (= II? 174 + new fr.) (405/4) Honors Epikerdes of Cyrene. Н, 
Q, б, =, W, LEI, О, Г, A. 


Other Public Texts: 


18) SEG 10.210 (= АЕ 1934-5 рр.128-132; Meiggs-Lewis p.144, по.53) (са. 450—440) 
inv. from Rhamnus; the text covers the years 450-445: the last four entries (lines 15-38) 
in Ionic script. H, Q, 6, E, О, Г, A. 

19) 12 186/7 A (= АЈА 5 (1889) pp.304ff.) inv. from Ikaria; entries I and П (ca. 450) are the 
earliest and in Attic script; in entry III Н--(Е 1 once, but О = |»), V, A (= Г); entries IV—VI 
in Ionic script with H, Q, A, Г, O/OY (entry IV has О = [>] once). C.D. Buck (AJA loc. cit.) 
dated entries Ш-УІ to about the same date and not much later than entries I and II; the 
reverse of the stone has a decree in Attic script (447—430). 

20) 12 1085 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis р. 137, no.51) sep. mon. erected by three Athenian tribes 
for Pythion of Megara. H, Q, 6, T, A, & (cf. 45.01), E/EI, O. The text contains Doric forms 
and is metrical (L.). 

21) 12377 (434-432) Accounts of temples on Delos, probably of the Attic amphiktyons, cf. 
Meiggs - Lewis p. 169, no. 62. H, Q, 6, Є, V, Е, О, Г, A. 

22) II? 5220 (433, cf. SEG 22.65) publ. sep. mon. for Silenos of Rhegium. H, О, У, О, Г, А. 

23) 12298 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.250, no.81) (411/0) Expenditure of the treasurers of Athena. 
Н, Q, ó, Y, O/OY, А. 

24) ATL 2, по.А13 (= Hesperia 5 [1936] p. 386) (410/9) Tribute list fragment. Н = (е) twice, 
A (once). 

25) ІСІУ no.39 (410) Inv. of temple of Athena at Aegina. H, 9, =, 6, Г, A; presumably 
О = [o] in éyAovrfjuov (from Хоретцов-, cf. Хоетоб in Homer, Хомтобу; no other instance 
of [o']). 

26) 12398 (408/7) Ded. of tribe of Erechtheis. Н, О, Є, E, Г, A. 

27) 12305 (= SEG 10.235) (406/5) Expenditure of the treasurers of Athena. Н, Q, 6, О/ОҮ, 
T, А. The reading "A0cvoía given in lines 17 and 19 in the published texts is incorrect, 
lapis: *АӨтү- both places; бог Фүббе, tol tet cf. 23.00, p. 369 infra (L.). 

28) IP 1951 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat. H, Q, 6, 5, E/EI, О, Г, A. 

29) SEG 10.200 (= II? 1383) (406/5?) inv. (Hekatompedon). H, Q, 6, =, E/EI, О, Г, A. 

30) SEG 15.28 (= Il? 1686—1687 + 12 303, cf. Hesperia 25 [1956] pp.109ff.; SEG 24.44) 
(405/4). Expenditure of the treasurers of Athena. Н, Q, ó, =, E (EI once? сі. 9.011, no. 44), 
О, Г, A. Боге ~nu cf. 23.00, p. 369 infra. 

31) SEG 10.298 (— 1I? 1655) (405/4, cf. AJA 36 [1932] p. 160) Inv. about Erechtheum. H, О, 
E, O, A. 

32) SEG 10.201 (= II? 1382) (405/4?) inv. (Hekatompedon). Н, Q, ó, О, Г, A. 

33) SEG 21.80 (= Hesperia 32 [1963] p. 144, no. 1) (404/3?) Expenditure of the treasurers of 
Athena. Н, Q, ó, У, A, Г, Е, E, О. For e~n in the dat. sing., cf. 23.00, p.369 infra. 

For II? 2640, cf. p. 51 infra. 
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2.012 Private texts 


2.0121 Stone monuments, graffiti, ostraca. It is not surprising that a large number 
of sep. monuments and dedications specifically identifiable as belonging to foreign 
persons are inscribed in Ionic script. There is rarely any secure indication of date, and 
the majority can be dated no more accurately than the latter part of the fifth century. 
The sep. mon. of a Samian, however, and that of a Teian may well be as early as the 
end of the sixth century (nos. 1, 2), and a few other such monuments may plausibly 
be placed before 450 on the basis of letter-forms. But Attic script was also sometimes 
used for monuments of foreigners, cf. the sep. mon. of a Carian (part of the text in 
Carian letters), Praktika 1953 pp.65ff. (— IGAA p.126, no.18; SEG 13.36) (ca. 
525?); or the sep. mon. of a man from Delos, Kerameikos 3 p.41, no.31 (= SEG 
10.442; IGAA p.119, no. 6) (ca. 540-5302); etc. 

The increasing use of the Ionic script privately by individual Athenians in the course 
of the fifth century can also be observed. The earlier group of ostraca (of the 480s 
B.C.) agrees with most contemporary dipinti in avoiding Ionic script, except for the 
use of Q for [о>] (later ov) not characteristic of the standard Eastern Ionic alphabet 
(cf. 2.034). Two graffiti by the same hand on Attic stamnoi of ca. 470 may not be as 
early as the vases (no. 25). But some ostraca of the decade ca. 450—440 have H for т) 
and Ionic lambda; in them the Ionic script is not always correctly used (cf. 2.031, 
2.034), although the degree of chaos seen in the contemporary dipinti is never found 
in ostraca (cf. 2.0122), and in certain cases the Ionic script is consistently and correctly 
employed (cf. nos. 30, 31). It is also about this time that the first private stone texts of 
Athenians in lonic script with secure indication of date occur (cf. nos. 26, 28, 29). With 
them should be compared the monument erected by three Athenian tribes for Pythion 
of Megara in 446 (cf. 2.011, no. 20) with text in Doric, but in Ionic script. A few other 
private monuments in Ionic script of no very certain date have three-bar sigma, which 
in public documents would normally make them earlier than 446 (cf. nos. 48, 49, 52); 
but no. 33 is almost certainly later (ca. 420). 

Comparison with the dipinti suggests that the period of transition falls ca. 480— 
430 B.C., and that Ionic script was employed by most persons for private purposes by 
the last quarter of the century. The large number of private grave monuments in Ionic 
or mixed Ionic script (nos. 12—18, 32, 43-46, 59-73, cf. also 2.021, 2.022) with no 
very precise indication of date probably belong chiefly in the last forty years of the 
fifth century, although some may be earlier or later; in other cases it is impossible to 
determine if the texts are for persons of Athenian origin (cf. nos.47—54, no.57, 
nos. 59ff.). Some of the stone texts of Athenians in Ionic can be precisely dated. Thus 
the dedication of a priestess at Eleusis (no. 26) probably dates са. 455, and two other 
dedications may be reasonably assigned to the decade 450—440 (nos.28, 29). The 
choregic monument (no.36) is dated to 415/4 by the archon's name, and that of 
Pantacles (no.40) probably falls some time in the period 419—403. After 450 it is 
increasingly difficult to find private texts in Attic script with fairly certain indications 
of date. There are the choregic dedications І? 769 (has four-bar sigma), 12771 (ca. 
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433—420? cf. SEG 24.66); and a few private dedications, e.g. I? 529 (fin. s. Va., cf. 
SEG 13.29), 12712 (450—425, cf. DAA p.184, no.165), I? 546 (450—425, cf. ОАА 
p. 153, no. 137), I? 535 (425 —420, cf. DAA p.208, no. 176), I? 669 (425—400, cf. DAA 
p.209, no. 177), and a few others with four-bar sigma, of which some are probably 
later than 445 B.C., e.g. 12735, 12807 + SEG 10.336; 12811, 12822, I? 823, P 829. 
The grave monuments which can be plausibly placed later than 450 have at least an 
admixture of Ionic script. The choice of Ionic script by Kallias for his statue-base at 
Olympia, the Panhellenic sanctuary, provides an interesting contrast to the use of 
the Old Attic alphabet on the base set up on the Acropolis, I? 606, probably dating 
from about 450 B.C. (cf. DAA p.181, no. 164; the victory at Olympia was in 472/1, 
but the letter-forms of the dedication from Athens do not look this early). Two de- 
fixiones dated on good grounds to ca. 420 show pure Attic script, with the exception 
of an omitted [h], cf. Kerameikos 3 pp.89—91, nos.1—2 (= SEG 10.394—395), and 
provide evidence for the continued use of Attic script for private purposes. A longer 
defixio entirely in Ionic script has been dated to ca. 450, cf. Kerameikos 3 p. 91, no.3, 
but certain features in it (such as єї ~nt) cast some doubt on the certainty of this early 
date (cf. Introduction p. 8). 


It is clear from the combined testimony of ostraca, priv. stone texts, and dipinti (cf. 2.0122) 
that Ionic script was frequently employed for private purposes by Athenians from ca. 450 B. C. 
on. The bearing of this evidence on the vexed question of which script was used for copying 
books in fifth-century Athens is uncertain. The best evidence remains the actual representations of 
books on fifth-century vases (assembled by Immerwahr, cf. Lit. infra, especially Book Rolls 
pp. 40—41). Of these only very few even contain an Ionic letter, cf. Immerwahr's no.3 (Ionic 
lambda only), no. 10 (?), no. 18, of which попе is earlier than 440—430 B. C.; on the other hand 
there are several good examples of Attic script on book rolls on vases, cf. Immerwahr's nos. 1 
(ca. 490—480), 2 (slightly before 480), 5 (са. 470), 7 (ca. 460); Antike Kunst no. 4bis (ca. 490). 
The use of о = [o] (later ov) on the Douris cup is not evidence for Ionic script, but is found on 
contemporary ostraca and even stone texts (cf. 2.034). The use of œ = ov on this vase, as well as 
the delta of the form A, can be paralleled on other vases of Douris; this fact leads one to the con- 
clusion that the writing on the book rolls does not differ greatly from the writing of the vase- 
painters themselves and may thus not be typical of what real books were like. There is certainly 
some truth in this, and it seems unlikely that any real book would have contained a spelling like 
AEINAEN for деібеу as the Douris cup does. But the frequent use of stoichedon on book rolls 
(cf. 3.022, p.61 infra) would only be explicable if the painter were making some attempt to 
copy an actual book, and the choice of Attic script could fall into the same category. 


Lit.: J.D. Beazley, AJA 52 (1948) pp.336ff.; Н.В. Immerwahr, Book Rolls; id., “More Book 
Rolls on Attic Vases” in Antike Kunst 16 (1973) рр.143- 147, plates 31-33; С.Р. Goold, 
"Homer and the Alphabet" in ТАРА 91 (1960) рр.272-291; cf. 2.00, especially Herzog; 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften, pp. 103—106. 


Examples: 


Very short texts are given entire; for others, Ionic letters are indicated as in 2.011. Texts which 
are not in pure Tonic script will normally be found in 2.02 unless there is a sufficient body of text 
to make the intentionally Ionic character of the writing certain. 
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Texts of non-Atbenians: 


1) AM 78 (1963) pp. 123ff. (= SEG 22.75) (ca. 520? dated 490—480 by LSAG p.342, по. 16) 
sep. mon. of Aischros of Samos. Q, A, O. 

2) 12 10444 (= LSAG p.345, по.61; IGAA р. 128, no.21) (са. 525) sep. mon. of a Teian. Н, 
E, кіш, O, A. 

3) I? 826 (= LSAG p.370, по. 29) (475 —450?) ded. of Python of Abdera. H, Q, 6, =, О, Г, A. 

4) Р.524 (= DAA p.321, no.298) (470—450?) ded. of a Хшхобт, of unknown origin, but 
probably foreign, cf. the Ionic form ’Afyvain. H, Q, ó. 

5) 12732, cf. DAA p.40, по.39 (470—450 2) small fr. of a ded. to'A91vaí« (cf. no. 4). Н. 

6) P 1043 (= LSAG p.369, no. 8) (475—450?) sep. mon. of Nautes of Torone. H, Q, O. 

7) P 1044 (= LSAG p.369, no.7) (475—450?) sep. mon. of Mikkos of Torone. Q, OY, A. 

8) 121081 (= IP 10389; LSAG p.275, по.10) (ca. 450?) sep. mon. of а Syracusan woman. 
8, Г. 

9) Р 1034 (= LSAG p.371, по. 38) (ante 450?) sep. mon. of а Selymbrian. H, Q, 6, €, О, Г, A. 

9а) ІЗ 1084 (= Wilhelm, Beiträge pp.35ff., no. 22) (ca. 431?) sep. mon. of a Phrygian. H, Q, 
5,0, А, г. 

10) 12 1049 (= LSAG p.372, no.48) (са. 450—425?) sep. mon. of Alexileos of Lampsacus. Н, 
Q, Z, Y, A, O. 

11) Dedications of Archedamus of Thera in cave at Vari (ca. 450—400, cf. LSAG p.323, no. 17): 
12783 (Q, ó, A, O?), 12787 (H), 12 788 (H, 6, 5, A, T, but no Q, О = [»] in vuppõv; also 
has Doric form ёЁтүоү@ ато); 12 784/5 and 12786 are іп Archedamus’ native Doric, with 
ho and E = [e]. 


For по$. 12—18 no certain indication of date (all have four-bar sigma and slanting 
nu): 


12) 12 1041 sep. mon. of Mnesarete of Myrine. H, A, О,Г. 

13) I? 1046 sep. mon. of Euphrantides of Astypalea. Н, 2, A (-éoc in the gen. sing. 'Aotv- 
лоХоцбосів an Ionic form). 

14) I? 1048 sep. mon. of Aischrion of Cnidus. Q, A, O. 

15) I? 1050 sep. mon. of Philon of Salamis. Q, A. 

16) I? 1054 sep. mon. of Apollonides of Chersonese. H, Q, A, OY. 

17) I? 1074 sep. mon. of Hermoteles of Torone. Н, Q, 6, A, O. 

18) I? 1047 sep. mon. of Athenodotus of Phaselis. H, A, O. 

19) BCH 71-72 (1947—48) p.389 (= SEG 12.79) (410—400) sep. mon.: ‘Hatoms Хіос. 

20) GVI 1 p.57, по. 218 (410—400 cf. LSAG p.372, no. 49) sep. mon. of two men from Parion 
(cf. 6.0421, p. 135 infra). H, Q, 6, A, E/EI, О, Г. 

21) ІР 10261 (= LSAG p.371, no.39) (fin. s. Va.?) sep. mon. of Xeno of Selymbria. H, Q, 
E, A. 

22) I? 1070.2 (fin. s. V a.?) sep. mon. of a family from Pale. H, Q, 6, A. 

23) 121076 (= LSAG p. 371, no. 46) (s. V a.?) sep. mon. of Simos of Abydos. H, A, О. 

24) 12 1075 (s. Va.?) sep. mon. of Herodotos of Stagira. Н, 6, О, Г. 


Texts of Athenians: 


25) Two graffiti by the same hand: ARV? p.297, Hephaesteion painter no.1 (= Imagines? 
pl. 11, no. 23); ARV? p.414. Dokimasia painter no. 34 (circle of the Brygos painter) (= AJA 
31 [1927] p.349, no. 10). The date is uncertain: the two vases date ca. 470, but the letters of 
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the graffiti look later, even early fourth century (cf. Imagines? p.15; p.116 infra). The 
spelling нес (neuter plural) could be lonic or Doric as well as Attic (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, 
p.536). 

Q, E, A = 5, Z (ARV? p.297); Q (ARV? p.414). 


26) Hesperia 9 (1940) p.97, no. 18 (= SEG 10.321) (са. 455) ded. of Lysistrata, priestess at 


27) 


Eleusis; she was certainly from a family of Athenian citizens. The STE®ANQ found in line 3 
is probably not for Zxeqávov (gen.), but either dual acc. (in apposition to tóðe бүадХра) or 
nom. sing. (cf. P. Maas, Hesperia 15 [1946] p.72). The dual is preferable, cf. K. Clinton, 
Sacred Officials p.69. H, Q, A, Г, E, О. 

Kerameikos 3 p.91, no.3 (really ca. 450? cf. Introduction p.8) defixio. H, Q, 6, W, A, 
EI, OY. 


28) 12618 (= DAA p.156, no. 140) (paulo post 450?) ded. of a demesman of Lamptrai. Н, 


A, O. 


29) 123123 (= DAA p.205, no. 174) (450—440?) ded. of Pronapes. Н, О. 
30)-31) Ostraca of the 4405: 
30) Ostraca of Thucydides, Kleippides, Eucharides (I? 911): 


Goxvó(ónc Мелло (V = А; 2) AM 40 (1915) p.11, no. 14 
Goxvóión. Mednoto (A = А; E) AM 40 p. 11, nos. 15—16 

Мемо (А = à; E) AM 40 p. 12, no. 17 

Өсхөдїбєс MeAeato (| = А; 9 AM 40 pp. 8—10, nos. 7—8, 10—11 
G«vxvbtbe[c] MeXeato (b= А; £) AM 40 p. 10, no. 12 (cf. 2.034, no. 12, p.49 infra) 
Өохчбідте (2) Hesperia 43 (1974) р. 193, no. 12 

Кмаллїдтс (A = A; X) AM 40 p. 13, no. 25 

Кӛвіллідт (A = X) AM 40 рр. 13—14, nos. 26-27 

Кӛгіллідес (b = à; 5) AM 40 pp. 12—13, nos. 19—20, 24 
Кӛгғіллібес Aewiov (y = А; $) AM 40 p. 12, no. 18 

KAcux[níó]nt (у = X) AM 40 р. 13, no. 22 

Киллібес (у = A; 2) AM 40 p. 12, no. 21 (cf. 9.0211, p. 192 infra) 
К/үлілібітс (А = A; 5) AM 40 p. 14, no. 31 (cf. 23.00, p.369 infra) 
Бохао(ёту, Ебхадідтс ($ and >) AM 40 p. 17, no. 44; cf. no. 46. 


31) Ostracon of Pericles (4432): Песик Заувілло Hesperia 22 (1953) p.99, no. 131. But оп 


another: Пеоіх/ Ес Ховуб(лло Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 3, fig. 2. 

Eùxgárns Hesperia 43 (1974) p.190, nos.4—5 (44082). But on another: Едхойлес, cf. 
Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p. 398, no. 9. 

But оп ostraca of Menon (са. 450—443) Attic gamma, lambda, and О = |») are virtually 
universal, cf. Kerameikos 3, pp. 63 ff.; Ionic gamma occurs only on two, cf. Kerameikos 3, 
p. 65, nos. 88—89; omega only on one, cf. 2.02, no. 18 (p. 42 infra) 


32) I? 1065 (fin. s. Va.?) sep. mon. =, EI (cf. 9.011, no. 41, p. 175 infra), О. 
33) 12 772 (has three-bar sigma, but probably ca. 420 or later) choregic ded.: H, О, but b= A 


(cf. Hesperia 42 [1973] p. 173, no. 1). 


34) 102 7551 (ca. 430, cf. SEG 22.82) sep. mon. Н, A, OY. 
35) Ostraca of 417: 


"Улерфолос 'Avuq&vouc Hesperia 8 (1939) p. 246 (painted inscription) 
“ҮлеоВоХос "Аутардуос Hesperia 17 (1948) pp. 186—187 
“Үл одос, “Үл% (оХос) Hesperia 43 (1974) p. 190, по.6 
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"Ak fiábng Клємо Hesperia 21 (1952) pp. 1ff.; Hesperia 43 (1974) p. 189, nos. 1—2; cf. 
Vanderpool, Ostracism p. 23 (cf. p. 173 infra) 


Late fifth century: Palak "Еоаокоотобло 'Axagveóc Hesperia 43 (1974) p. 192, no. 11 


36) I? 770a (415/4) ded. (choregic.). H, Q, E, О, Г, A. | 

37) Hesperia 21 (1952) рр.114-115 (415), Hesperia 37 (1968) p.120, по.6, Hesperia 43 
(1974) p. 192, nos. 8—9, four ostraca: KAeoqóv КАғіллібо (A). 

38) II? 10650 (са. 410) sep. mon. H, Q, б, A, E, О, Г. 

39) ІЗ 1079 (ca. 410?) sep. mon., probably Athenian. H, 0, ó, E, О,Г. 

40) Hesperia 30 (1961) p.266, no. 85 (fin. s. Уа., post 419) choregic ded. H, A. 

41) I? 1063 (ca. 450) sep. mon. H, Q, A, OY, cf. p.295 infra. 

42) I? 828 (fin. s. V a., cf. SEG 15.51) ded. at Rhamnus. H, 6, О, A. 

43) I? 1040 (s. Va.) sep. mon. H, A. 

44) II? 6357 (s. Уа.) sep. mon. 'Iegoxd» с Кефад й бєм (А for A in first word). 

45) 1? 1077 (s. Va.?) sep. mon. H, О, 6, £, A, O. 

46) I? 1083 (s. Уа.?) sep. mon. Н, Q, A, О, Г. 


Texts of Persons of Unknown Origin: 


47) 12 588 (= DAA p.315, по. 294) (paulo post 4802) ded. Н. 

48) ІЗ 1078 (non post 450?) sep. mon. (metrical). Н, Q, 6, A, T, мера (cf. 16.01, no.6). Has 
one impurity: Е% for fic. 

49) ІЗ 1029 (ante 450? has 5) sep. mon. H, Q, but y=, A= y. 

50) I? 1039 (ante 450?) sep. mon. "Ноахл&ётс (h 2). 

51) IP 12147 (= SEG 23.45) (ca. 440—430 aut paulo post) sep. mon. Н, 9, 6, E, E, О, T, A. 

52) 12 904 (date? has $, but could be later?) sep. mon. боос ofpratos Моофхо. 

53) II? 11068 (ca. 430?) Athenian? sep. mon. H. 

54) AM 79 (1964) p.93 (= SEG 23.46) (ca. 430) sep. mon. Ебфтоос. 

55) BMMA n.s. 5 (1946-47) pp.179—184 (= SEG 14.24) (са. 430—420) marble lekythos 
(probably of ап Athenian?). KaJA.votévnc. 

56) Hesperia, suppl. 10 (1956) p. 33, no. 130 (са. 420) amphora handle. Xoeuvxtón[c. 

57) I? 1037 (s. Уа.) sep. топ. H, Q, 6, A, OY. Has one impurity: “НоофіЛЕ, 

58) 12 796—800 (450—400?) inscribed sherds from Vari cave. H, 6, =, A. 

59)-73) Sep. monuments of persons of unknown origin, all dated ca. fin. s. V a.?: 

59) P 1052 H, Ө. 

60) Г 1053 H. 

61) 12 1056 H, O, A. 

62) P? 1057 H, (хєїтол, not xétat), Г, А (L.). 

63) I? 1058 H, Q, A, Г. 

64) I? 1059 H, Г. 

65) I? 1060 H, Q, ô, A, O. 

66) Ї 1061 Q, A, E, O. 

67) 131066 Q. 

68) 12 1067 9. 

69) 12 1068 H,T. 

70) I? 1071 H. 

71) P? 1073 6. 

72) I 1082 H, A, OY, Г. 
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73) 12 1055 A, xčta (cf. 16.01, no. 7) (L.). 
12 906 (= II? 2552) is probably later than 403/2. 

Cf. also graffiti from the Agora collection with Ionic letters: Мібаху Agora 21, p. 35, по.Е78 
(475-450); Міжіом Agora 21, p.34, no. F72 (475—450); Уіроуос, --MONO- - Agora 21, p.36, 
по.Е86 (= Hesperia 23 [1954] p.54) (ca. 450); Eav[ Agora 21, p.37, no.F109 (450—400); 
ПАРАМҮМОТО> Agora 21, p.36, по.Е91 (= Hesperia 18 [1949] p.330, fig. 6) (425—400); 
Aganéms Agora 21, p.36, no.F93 (425-400); ]&Anc, 163 Agora 21, p.21, no.D41 (fin. s. 
Va.). 


2.0122 Ionic script in dipinti. There are special problems of interpretation re- 
garding the dipinti with Ionic script, because even though the texts can often be 
dated precisely on the basis of the style of the paintings on the vases, it is reasonable 
to suppose many of the dipinti were written by non-Athenians. But there is normally 
no evidence for discerning whether the painter is foreign or not, unless his name is a 
foreign ethnic. Certainly the mere presence of Ionic letters on vases is not sufficient 
evidence of a non-Athenian writer after ca. 490—480. 


Vases earlier than ca. 490—470 B.C. In dipinti^ Ionic letters are very unusual. In the 
very earliest cases a foreign painter may be responsible, e.g. the Іопіс lambda of 
MevéAag (retrograde), painted on a Proto-Attic fragment found on Aegina and prob- 
ably Aeginetan lettering, cf. LSAG p.110, p.112 no.2, and p.70, note 1; the sigma is 
also not the usual three-bar sigma in use in Athens at this time (cf. LSAG plate 16). 
The use of eta as a vowel occurs on two bf. vases with similar texts: Хокоту хой 
zolo шту ABV p.57, C painter по. 112 (cf. JHS 52 [1932] p. 182; Paralipomena p.23); 
Хату xai nolo цу CVA, Denmark 3, plate 117.5, text p.95. Here eta = ( in 
xaien((v)), as well as in Ий((У)), i.e. pé, not phy, cf. уаїоє xai xo(o pé on two vases in 
Attic script cited JHS, loc. cit. For НРАКЬЕЗ, which is probably for HEPAK VE£ with 
omission of the E, on a Tyrrhenian vase, cf. 2.032, p.46 infra. So also in НҮІНҮ?, 
on a bf. vase of Eucheiros, ABV p.162, no.2 (— НВЕ p.86, no.2), the eta is for [h] 
both times, cf. 38.021, p.456 infra. An early example of the standard use of omega 
is ЕКТРОР, on а bf. vase in Boston dated са. 520, BMFA 63 (1965) pp.35ff. (= Para- 
lipomena p.164, Leagros group no.31bis) (L.). The omission of the initial aspirate is 
certainly not sufficient evidence to assume the painter was not Athenian. ПАТРОКИО 
occurs on this same vase. The spelling shows the use of omega for (0:| (later ov), a use 
found on a few other late sixth-century vases, including two by Douris, whose vases 
contain many dipinti. He does not normally use Ionic letters (except HPA, probably 
for HEPA, cf. 2.032, p.46 infra). This use of omega is quite unusual on later 


* Graffiti with Ionic letters are not rare on Attic vases earlier than 480. These are usually in- 
dications of ownership, dedications, etc. inscribed by the owners in their own local scripts, cf. 
e.g. a number of vases from Rhodes, IG XII.1, no.719 (= CVA, Germany 15, plate 46.3—5; 
text p. 46); or inscriptions of traders, often abbreviations indicating type of vessel, price, names 
of seller or buyer, etc. The latter have been extensively treated by R. Hackl, “Merkantile In- 
Schriften auf attischen Vasen,” in Münchener archäologische Studien 1909, pp. 5—106. In section 
2.012 are treated only graffiti on material found in Attica. 
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vases (cf. 2.034, p.47 infra). The spelling КАЛОХ MEAIEYX (for халос MnAtetc) 
on a late sixth-century vase of the Goluchow painter, cf. ARV? p.10, no.2 (— CVA, 
Poland 1, plate 17.1), might be conforming to the varying uses of Ionic vowels found 
in some of the Cyclades, as suggested by J.D. Beazley, cf. AJA 52 (1948) p.338 (сі. 
2.033, p.47 infra). 


Vases са. 490—470 B.C. and later. After 490 B.C. and especially in the second 
quarter of the fifth century, the use of Ionic letters in dipinti becomes widespread. The 
letters =, W, A, and T are particularly well established by 450, and H and Q are also 
quite common at this time. А good early exampl: of the vowels is a vase of the Kleo- 
phrades painter, ARV? p.192, no. 106 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.97, no.E73) with 
AIOMHAHZ, АФРОДІТНЕ, TPITON, HPAKAEOZ, AWKH (= Ia), 
[AJAVENH, ӨНТІ>, APHOX. Many examples of similar inconsistencies in the use of 
the vowels may be found on vases of the period 460—420, and the various painters 
are widely divergent in their practices. Some of the inconsistency may show influence 
of varying practices in the use of Q and H found on some of the Aegean islands (e.g. 
on Paros Q = ó and [о>] (later ov), but О = о; Naxos used H for ё«-"а, but E for 
&«-*e; on Ceos H = e, E = 1), but as no particular system seems to be being followed, 
and many painters use Q for both 6 and б alongside O for б, etc., it is more likely 
that insufficient mastery of the Ionic script is the explanation for many of the in- 
consistencies. Thus the Villa Giulia painter (fl. 460—450) has AETQ, AIIOAAON on 
the same pot, ARV? p.619, по.17 (= Richter-Hall plate 101), elsewhere HPMEZ, 
AIQNVEQE ARV? p.619, по.16 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.299, no. E492), MQ- 
S$AIO$ (with rare Q= ov, cf. 2.034), V = A, Paralipomena p.398, no.70bis. The 
Achilles painter (f1.460—440) also has Q = б, also A, in КАЛОХ, cf. ARV? p.988, 
no. 15; p.991, по.61, but also KAAOZ a number of times, e.g. ARV? p.988, no.11, 
and ЕГЕЛЕОХ with Q = о, alongside KAAQZ ARV? p.991, no.61. This painter 
also has Н for ё in МНЛАМОПО (for the name MeAávoxoc, cf. Bechtel, Personen- 
namen p.303), although MEAANOIIO also occurs, cf. ARV? pp.995—996; probably 
Н= ё in IIHAIOX ARV? p.993, no.80, cf. Beazley's note, /Н534 (1914) p.198, 
note 17; note also |АПОМЕАДНХ ARV? p.992, no.64; МЕЛНТО> ARV? p.988, 
по.11, AEIOTIEIGHZ, HAIKON ARV? p. 997, no. 155, etc., and several examples 
of HVIIAINON with Н = [h], ARV? pp.997—998. For Q = б, cf. 2.033; H = ё, cf. 
2.031. The contemporary Penthesileia painter uses both A and V = A, cf. ARV? 
p. 890, nos. 172—173 (cf. HRF 2 p.344, по.30) and KAAOX alongside KAVOX (bis) 
on a single vase of the same workshop, cf. HRF2 p.349, no.52 (= ARV? p.893, 
no. 27). While A = А and Г = у are very common in this period even on vases which 
avoid the Ionic vowels, Polygnotos regularly has the signature ПОУУЛМОТОХ 
EAPAWEN, e.g. ARV? p. 1027, nos. 1—2, p. 1030, nos. 28 bis, 34, p. 1032, no. 53 (cf. 
HRF2 pp. 374—380), but КАЛОХ, APXENAVTHZ, МІКОАНМОХ, ХОУРОХ 
(Хфачфос?) ARV? р.1028, no.9 (= CVA, England 4, plate 24.2); cf. KAAOZ on 
several vases of the Hector painter, e.g. ARV? p. 1036, no.5 (= HRF2 p.13, no.3), 
but КАУОХ alongside ЕКТОР, EKABE (по Н = [h]) ARV? р.1036, no.1 (= HRF 
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2 p.14, no. 6); KAVH on a vase of the Lewis painter, ARV? p.974, no.23, and on 
another of 430—420, ARV? p.1119, no.5 (— Smith, Catalogue 3, p.236, no. E354). 


The next generation of painters offers a similar degree of confusion: Lykaon painter 
(fl. ca. 440-430): KAAAIOIIE ARV? p.1044, по.1 (= HRF2 p.164, no.6), 
ASIO[II]SEIGHC, KAAOS ARV? p.1045, no.6 (= HRF2 p.162, no.2), KAEQN 
ARV? p. 1045, no.8 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.302, по.Е495), HO$ (= “Ешс) ARV? 
p.1045, по.5 (= HRF2 p.164, по.8); Eretria painter (са. 430—420): АОРГУ, 
ШПОЛҮТН, GHXEVX ARV? p.1248, no.9 (cf. v.Bothmer, Amazons, p.162, 
по. 15), KOMOZ, ЕФАТЕТО> ARV? p.1249, no.12 (= FR plate 120.1), ГААЕМЕ, 
ГЛАУКЕ, KYMOAQKE (= Кородбхт), ДОХО (= Awow) ARV? p.1250, no.32 
(= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 366, no. E774); ЕРОХ, [IIIEIGO, АФРОЛІТЕ, КОРЕ, 
НВЕ, NAQ, A = ARV? р. 1250, по.34(= Pfuhl, Malerei no. 561); Kodros painter (ca. 
430—420): ӨЕЎЕҮЎ, MEAITE, A[G]ENAIA ARV? p.1268, no.1 (= CVA, Italy 5, 
plates 19-22); IIAOYTQN, APIAANE, КОМОХ, IIOZEIAQN, АМФІТРІТН, 
ГАЈМҮМЕАЕХ, АФРОЛІТЕ ARV? p.1269, no.3 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 108, 
no. E82); TE, EPSE (= “Еоот), АӨНМАІА, НЕОХ, KEKPOW ARV? p.1268, 
no.2 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 113.1—2); a vase in Berlin, inv. no. 3244, by 
Xenotimos (ca. 430-420): EYAIMENH, УАМАӨЕ, ПЛОТО (with Q= ov, 
rare on vases, cf. 2.034 infra), cf. ARV? p.1142 (— CVA, Germany 22, plate 116. 
3-5); Polion (ca. 420): НРМНХ (for the alleged use of H = he, cf. 2.032), АӨЕМАА, 
ЛЕТО, IIOZEIAON, HPAKAEH® ARV? p.1171, no.2 (= Richter-Hall plates 
153—154). Good examples of dipinti with only Attic letters occur in this period, 
e.g. a vase of the Nekyia painter of ca. 440, ARV? p.1086, no.1 (= Richter-Hall 
р. 168, plates 135—137), but in the last two decades of the fifth century the use of 
Ionic script is increasingly common, and a higher standard in the orthography is 
usually observable. The dipinti on vases of the Meidias painter and his school (fl. 
410—390; some of the vases are of course later than 403) offer many examples of 
Ionic script consistently and correctly employed, although even here some irregu- 
larities occur, e.g. НУГІЕІА ARV? р.1328, по.99 (= Richter-Hall plates 159, 
161), but YTIEIA on ARV? p.1328, no.92 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 367, no. E775), 
also has НАҮЛОГО>, АФРОЛІТН; ХГІНІА also on the related vase, ARV? 
p.1316iiia (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 346, no. E698). Cf. also vases of Aristophanes 
(fl. 410—400): e.g. АПОЛЛОМ, HEP[A, APEZ, ГЕ, АӨЕМАА, ЕФТАЛТЕХ, 
МІМОМ, ПОРФГҮІРІОМ ARV? р.1318, no.1 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 119), 
but HPAKAEZ, YWIIIYAOZ, ӨНХЕҮУ, ANTIBATE on ARV? p.1319, no.2 
(= HRF 1, p.53, no.2). 


These illustrative examples should show the great diversity in the use of Ionic script 
found in dipinti on Attic vases during most of the fifth century. In general the dipinti 
do not seem greatly at variance with the ostraca, in which H= n, 5, А = À are well 
attested in the group of са. 450—440 date, but they differ in the comparative rarity of 
Q = ov and do contain irregularities such as Q = б and even Н = 6, which are scarcely 
found at all in other types of text. 
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2.02 Sporadic use of Ionic letters in Attic texts earlier than 403 B. C. 


Even in texts in Attic script, Ionic letters, especially Н = т [e], occur sporadically in 
the fifth century. The earliest examples are some public horoi probably of the early 
fifth century (cf. 2.021, nos.1—3) with Не ү (ЇЕ), but the phenomenon begins 
essentially са. 460—450 B.C. In public texts Н = т [e] is not infrequent after 450, but 
other Ionic letters are rather rare; only a few inscriptions have more than one Ionic 
letter, e.g. both H and Q, etc., and they are given nos. 1—8 infra (Ionic gamma and 
lambda normally occur only in texts with other Ionic letters). Of some interest are 
по5.3 and 9, casualty lists of cleruchs from Lemnos in Attic script with only the 
headings in Ionic letters. The private texts on stone are more likely to have a smattering 
of different Ionic letters than just a single one (cf. nos. 10—18 infra), but a few have 
only Н = |є) (cf. 2.021, nos. 19—23) or less often others (cf. 2.022, nos.4—5, 2.023, 
no. 7). For Ionic letters on dipinti, cf. 2.0122; on ostraca, curse-tablets, etc., cf. 2.0121, 
nos. 27, 30, 31, 35, 37, 56. 


Lit.: MS? pp. 4—5, note 17. 


Examples: Texts earlier than 403 B. C. in mixed Attic and Ionic alphabets: 


Public texts: 


1) I? 400 (paulo post 457) ded. of the hippeis. Н = [є], H also = [h], no E for [e], E, but 
О = [7], = А. Only one of the three copies of the text is fifth-century (I? 4001а); the other 
two are Roman in date (cf. DAA pp. 146 ff.). 

2) Волс Олуүретбу (A = А) 12879 (ca. 450?) built into a retaining wall of the Theatre of 
Dionysus. 

3) Anuviov (A= А) бу (T= y) Мидім(пс 12 947 (date unknown, perhaps 431?) cas. list of 
cleruchs inscribed in Attic script with only the heading in Ionic (cf. no. 9 infra). 

4) тойф(юошоа 12 57.41 (423) decree concerning the people of Methone, удпиатіаай ib. 52 
(other instances of H= (є) given іп IG I? text are errors), Н = [h], but often omitted; 
Г = үопсеіп і. 51, al. A= у (L.). 

5) H= (bis) P 94.9, 10 (418/7) decree concerning shrine of Neleus at Athens; т|йу ib. 22—23, 
but everywhere else Е = [e]; H is also used бог [h], but only in the word hiegóv, every- 
where else H= [h] is omitted (cf. 1.021, p.24 supra; 42.0111, p.494 infra); W occurs 
once in éyoaAepato ib. 22, but ФУ in ib. 18, 26, etc.; there is no Q, in ib. 20 read є00%- 
убаво; gamma and lambda have the Attic form (L.). 

6) єбєрүёсцс І? 146.2 (Ёл. s. Va.?) decree. Г = у, А and V (line 4) = A, тё Воли, xo. 

7) P 116 (409/8, aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 267, по.87) decree about the Selymbrians, 
usually E = [e], but Не [e] in lines 15, 17, 21, 26, Н = [h] passim, although the aspirate 
is often omitted, О = |») only in тбр ib. 37, б|ро|Юах ib. 24, 19:0та(с| € ібиізтек ib. 19, but 
О = [>] passim, А = X, T = у, qo, xo. 

8) I? 304B.41—92 (407/6) expenditure of the treasurers of Athena. Н = [e] everywhere іп 
lines 77 to end, in ib. 41-76 E only = (є), Н never for [h] in P 304B. Lines 77-92 the last 
carved, although 66-92 are above 41-65 on the stone, сі. W.K. Pritchett, The Choiseul 
Marble pp. 7—10 (also corrects some readings of IG text). Both b and A = А, A and T = у in 
lines 41—92. I? 304A (in Old Attic alphabet) dates 410/9. 
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Doubtful: 
9) AHMNIOI I? 948 (post 440?) heading of a cas. list in Attic script seen only by Pittakes, 
Һ.ллобооутібос ib. 1, Еотоҳес ib. 4, Mevéxaevos ib. 6. Cf. no. 3 supra. 


Private texts: 

10) 4уебүкеу, hvóc, KEDAAEOZ (-AEOZ = -ХҒох? сі. 10.04, p.212 infra), A = А, Гү 
12 571 (= DAA p.47, no. 46) (460-4502) ded. (L.). 

11) 12924 (paulo post 450?) erotic text. Міхіюуа, тбу, по О = [2], A= A, Е = [є]. 

12) Ї2774.5-6 dvéfmxev, also Л = А, T= ү (post 446) small fr. of a ded. But: [Kvy]éAev, 
[Eq?]éoot. 

13) P 770 (= SIG? по. 1082) (fin. s. Va., non ante 415) choregic ded., Н and E for [t], A = А, 
Г = ү; КХемббуцс (cf. 9.011, no. 42, р. 175 infra). 

14) I? 816 (425 —400) ded. fr. ]c "Exito іллаоҳё[сос, A = i. 

15) hógoc һеМхтс I2 864 (= Hesperia 8 [1939] p.77, по.24) (fin. s. Va.) probably a priv. sep. 
mon., cf. Hesperia 35 (1966) p. 276, no. 3. A = À. 

16) 12905 (s. Va.) priv. horos. H for (е) throughout, Г = y, A =A, but О = [>], боос spelled 
without H — [h]. 

17) Әобооу дуйр дуадоїс) I? 1032 (s. Va.) probably sep. mon. Г = y. 


Doubtful: 
18) Mévov ¿xx лоо---о[у] Kerameikos 3 p.71, no. 121 (ca. 450-443) ostracon, but perhaps 
Q = [o:). Normally only Attic letters on these ostraca, cf. 2.0121, no. 31, p.36 supra. 


2.021 Examples of H = [e] in texts in Attic script earlier than 403 B.C. 


Sporadic use of Н for т [e] is by no means rare in Attic texts after ca. 450 B. C. even 
in state decrees. The comparative frequency of H = y in comparison to the other Ionic 
letters (especially о) may be due to its previous existence іп the Attic alphabet with 
the value of [h]. Usually a text will have only a few cases of H = n, and in most places 
H has its normal value of [h] and E = [e]; occasionally there are special circum- 
stances, such as in no. 13, where Н = т in almost all places, and there is по H = [h]. 
In no.15 the rare use of Н = ў accompanies a haphazard misuse of Н = [h] (cf. 
42.0111, p.495 infra). 

Some of the Hymettus sherds have H= [e], cf. ZHMIOIAI (= onpiot Ai?) (retrograde) 
Hesperia, suppl. 16 (1976) p.13, no.2; probably also in no.3 (cf. also plate 2, nos.2—3); 
JAEIAHEAKAHJ[ probably for J5eva he 'AxAn[ rather than JAEIA he«»oxAr[c Hesperia, suppl. 
16, p. 15, no.9 (all three sherds dated loosely to the seventh century B.C.). But in these three 
texts there are other features which are not Attic, e.g. A = À іп no.9; Z (not $) in nos.2—3; note 
also the contraction AL, not Attic, but found in some dialects (e.g. Elean). These are probably 
writing by non-Athenians. The explanation proposed by M. Langdon, Hesperia, suppl. 16, 
рр. 42-43, involving an early period of influence on the Attic script by Ionic script seems un- 
likely. 


Examples: 


Public documents (cf. also 2.02, nos. 1—9): 


1) xoo[zóXo], ӛт ообо) hó[ooc] АЈА 36 (1932) pp.254ff., fig.6 (= SEG 10.379c) (init. 
s. Va.?) The other copies of this horos have depooio, cf. AJA, loc. cit. поз. 4, 5, and I? 891. 
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2) Néunou I? 894 (= DGE p. 384, no. 9.2) (init. s. V a.?) horos. But x£c, Һодб, he. 

3) 4c "А@туоќас 12 866 (= DGE p.384, по.9.3) (init. s. Va.?) horos. But Меобу, «HZ, 
i.e. lapis: АНХ for үйс. Cf. 1.021, p.24 supra. 

4) Mn лершу-- ІЗ 18.7 (457? cf. Staatsvertráge 2 p.43, no. 141; 457—445, cf. SEG 21.7; 432? 
cf. SEG 23.4) decree (?) concerning the Aeginetans. But тес, тер, etc., xov; reject Ionic, 
gamma in ib. 8, cf. D. M. Lewis, BSA 49 (1954) pp.21—25. 

5) отрохтүүдс I? 39.77 (446/5) decree concerning the people of Chalcis. Н = [e] only here in 
this extensive text, elsewhere Е = [e], Н = [h], [h] omitted rarely, e.g. ib. 12, 13, 46, 65, 75. 

6) leentov - - I? 34.2 (ante 445) apparently a decree fr. But ebhogxó, оуудЕхос, Ё. 

7) Пборос éxolnoev "Адеуоіос І? 395 (post 432) ded. of Athenians to Hygia. E for [e] 5 
times, but ‘Yyteva without initial [h]. 

8) H for [e] in I? 231.6, 13, 20 (= ATL 2, no.26) (429/8) tribute list, E for [e] (4 times), 
H = [h] (once), qo. 

9) °Аутирбутс̧ F 949.39 (423, сі. SEG 25.57) cas. list. Many examples of H= [h] and 
E= [e]. 

10) Anpoxdedav ”Оодосос, hópoc hiegs АМ 49 (1924) p.16 (= SEG 10.362) (ca. 420) 
L=À. 

11) Їйс &жоот[ 12 297.6 (414/3) inv., this reading based on examination of the stone (L.); 
Е = [e] passim, Н = [h]. 

12) `А®тош&#түс P? 950.160 (412/1, cf. SEG 21.127) cas. list, E = (є) passim, H = [h]. 

13) Н = [e] almost everywhere in І? 108 I (lines 1-38) (410/9) decree concerning the people 
of Neapolis. H never = [h], E for (е) only in 'A8tva«- ib. 7, 30; отоотеүдь ib. 38. But 
always О, ХУ, ФУ. In I? 108 (lines 39—55) (also 410/9, but carved by a different hand) 
E= [e] everywhere, Н = only [h]. In both decrees occur E/EI (cf. 9.011, nos. 26a—b, 
p. 175 infra), and O/OY (cf. 13.01, nos. 16a— b, p.241 infra) (L.). 

14) x[a]o[x]fjovov I? 274.173 (409/8, cf. SEG 10.198) Hekatompedon accounts, E = (е), b in 
ib. 178, but aspirate omitted in 6 ib. 174. 

15) боахилу, тўс 12 374.91, буботі. ib. 416, ёхоцобреда on new fragment, Hesperia 9 (1940) 
p.102, no. 19, line 86 (408—406) accounts of the Erechtheum (L.). Elsewhere in this lengthy 
text H= [h], often used where it should not be, e.g. houxdv, Боуботь, etc. (cf. 42.0111, 
p. 495 infra); E = [є]. 

16) Tuóón[uoc] I? 960.10 (s. Va., cf. SEG 21.136) cas. list, elsewhere Е = (є), H = [h]. 


Uncertain: 


17) Ims Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 64, no. 113, line 9, |оуібес ib. 5 (ca. 450?) public text? cas. list? 
18) Hesperia 12 (1943) p. 18, no.3 (са. 448?) tiny fr. (public?) with H = [e] once, no other 
Hor E. 


Notes and Corrections: In I? 372.134 read ёклелогеиёуа (not Ехлеловциғуа) (L.). 


Private texts (cf. 2.02, nos. 10, 12—16): 


19) 12487 (= DAA p.7, no.3) (fin. s. Ма.? cf. LSAG p.295) ded. of Iphidike, of unknown 
origin. Іп ”Археррос éxolecev 6 Хіос the verb had previously been inscribed éxolnoev; 
al. E = |є). 

20) 12661 (= DAA p.225, no. 191) (ca. 500?) ded. of a person of unknown origin. 6exátnv, 
*Atyvaiar, but Xargedépo, О for [>-], but OQ perhaps = ov [o:], cf. 2.034. 
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21) Graffiti from the Agora: qv, but ho, үобфоас Hesperia 5 (1936) p.36, fig.36 (= Agora 
21, p. 13, no. C18) (init. s. Va.?) (L.); ЁОЛ, but ho, V = X Agora 21, p.14, no. C23 (475— 
450); hule, but óc (= Өс), /-- X Agora 21, р.9, no. B7 (475—450). 

22) Anpagéte I? 1035 (s. V a.) sep. mon. (L.). 

23) "Аохілято Novpevio I? 1033 (date? “litterae pulchrae formae antiquioris") sep. mon. 


2.022 Examples of w for |»-) in texts in Attic script earlier than 403 В.С. 


The sporadic use of о for |»-) is very rare in fifth-century Attic texts, even in the 
final decade of the century. Of the public documents, a law of the demesmen of 
Sypalettos (no. 1) with both Q and О for [>:] and the unusual spelling xwivd. shows 
the unfamiliarity of the writer with the proper use of w in this early period (са. 460); 
in a decree of the middle of the century w has the value of both [»:] and [0°] (cf. no.2). 
The latter use of w seems to have been the popular one in the late Archaic Period ас 
Athens (cf. 2.034). The use of о for [2] is also found on only a very few priv. texts 
(cf. nos. 4—5 infra, 2.02, nos. 11, 18). 


Examples: 


Public texts (cf. 2.02, nos.3, 7): 

1) A£xoeo[c 12 189.6 (са. 460) law of the Sypalettioi, t]ót xowõ ib. 10, тфу [doo]ve(ov ib. 
11-12, alongside tov xoe[pó]tov ib. 2-3, боокос ib. 7, GAa[x]|[o]eoc ib. 7-8 (L.). 

2) "Ахбідам BSA 49 (1954) pp. 17 ff., line 10 (= SEG 14.3; revised text of 1280) (ca. 450? cf. 
SEG 22.4) decree; О = [o] in бей ib. 8, [у] Фф ib. 20 (= SEG 14.3.20), cf. 2.034, no.9, 
p. 49 infra. 

3), Ao[o- - 12 120.1 (408/7) letters at top (above Ә(ео()) of very small decree fr., has ХХ (L.). 


Private texts (cf. 2.02, nos. 11, 18): 


4) Aaxoaxíóec АохеобХео Р 1080 (s. Va.) sep. mon. Has bL, вадеох. 
5) XXZYIIETAIQN I? 916 (date?) object (2) long since lost. 


Notes and Corrections: 

a) In 1276.8 (= IGI suppl. p.59, no.27 b) read: "ОХғібо (L.); in P 52.4 (= ІСІ suppl. p.13, 
no. 33a) lapis: TIMENOP (L.); I? 57.15 (= IGI no.40 + IGI suppl. p.14) lapis: ПРО>- 
hEKETO (L.). 

b) The Еді printed in I? 4.16—17 is а printer's error: lapis: éóg[t (L.). Likewise read Уотіро 
instead of Zoníyo in the first line of I? 145 (424/3, cf. SEG 10.82); the stone leaves no doubt 
that the letter is O (L.). 

с) The reading ‘Qavetc of І? 144.2 should probably be changed to ‘A]Aatets, cf. Hesperia 8 
(1939) p.65, по.22; ATL 2 по. D23. Examination of the stone did not confirm "Абе, 
but the traces fit A better than © (cf. 12.0111, p.228 infra) (L.). 


2.023 Examples of Є and Ч in texts in Attic script earlier than 403 B. C. 


Only a few public texts scattered throughout the second half of the fifth century 
provide examples of these two letters obtruding into Attic script. In a few cases the 
Attic digraph occurs in the same text with the Ionic letter (nos. 2, 3). 
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Public texts: | 

1) épequopéva I 14/15.11, фефиаца ib. 26, avayeawav[t- ib. 29 (447/6? cf. Meiggs- Lewis 
p. 121, no.47) decree concerning the people of Colophon. The text has по initial aspirates 
written, but is otherwise in Old Attic script (L.). 

2) ХаоЕЕуо 12 359.21 (447/6—445/4, cf. SEG 24.48) account concerning a statue of Athena, 
Хоєуохћёос̧ ib. 18. 

3) TIgoEe[vidjo Пообемо ATL 2, no. D 23.1 (= Р 144.1) (416/5?) proxeny decree of Proxenides 
of Cnidus, Пооуо(еуібеу ib. 18 (L.) (cf. 2.022, Notes and Corrections с). 

4) [x]oóÓxe дачкує Hesperia 22 (1953) р. 240, no.1, line 212 (= ІЗ 330.17) (са. 414) one of 
the lists of property confiscated from the Hermokopidai. 

5) оуулодЕоут(ас І? 106.18, Бәуфочдледооут(ас ib. 19 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16) decree, praise 
of Polykles and others (L.). 

6) Боррохос I? 936.5, Зауд ас ib. 6, ЕАМӨГЕ (= Евудіс?) ib. 2 (s. Va., said to have $) fr. 
of a cas. list known only from a copy of Pittakes. 


Private text: 


7) ev&Gpevos I? 529.2 (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 13.29) ded. Cf. the graffito EavOéc, but Побтаоуос, 
Е = [e], L, cf. Agora 21, p.21, по. D39 (475—450). 


2.03 Peculiarities in the use of Ionic script 

2.031 H= [ё] 

As has been seen, spellings like MnAavonoc, Өтті, etc. are sometimes found іп the 
fifth-century dipinti (cf. 2.0122, рр.39-40 supra). The ostraca as a rule do not 
offer spellings of this type: MeAfjovog and ММ оос occur, but not Mréotog or 
Mn fjotoc. А single ostracon of 444/3 with KAnux[xt6]nc, AM 40 (1915) p.14, no.31 
(= 12 911.2) (cf. 2.0121, no.30, p.36 supra), may be an exception, unless it shows 
a hesitation between (е) and [ef] due to a tendency to pronounce KAeux- as a single 
syllable with a diphthong (cf. 23.00, p.369 infra). There is only a single possible 
instance of eta for [č] on а pre-403 stone text: HXZAAOAE for ЕЕаүоуүй in line 9 of 
Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 13ff., no. 1, a fragment of a law-code dated са. 410—404 B. C. 
The worn condition of the stone makes the reading difficult, but a re-examination of 
the monument confirmed eta as the most likely letter here (L.). The fragmentary con- 
dition of the text leaves no great amount of text for comparison, but in the preserved 
text there are no other Ionic letters. It is difficult to decide whether H has intentionally 
been carved for [č], or й *'xoayoyé was intended, with a sporadic use of H= [e] (as 
in 2.021 supra) and careless omission of the E of £Eayoryí. For МҮРРІЧЕНКАНӨН 
= Mvooíivn &à.f8n, cf. 2.04, no. 3, р. 51 infra. 

Note that the confusion of the diphthongs nu and et is attested оп the ostraca and 
dipinti and in a few pre-403 stone texts in Ionic script, cf. 23.00. 


2.032 Syllabic H 

It is very doubtful if H has the syllabic value [he] or [hé] in as many Attic dipinti as 
has been claimed, for example, by Kretschmer (cf. Vaseninscbriften pp.97—98). In 
a case like НРАКАНЕ on a late fifth-century vase now attributed to an imitator of the 
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Kadmos painter, cf. ARV? p.1188 (= JHS 70 [1950] pp.35—37, fig.2), the text is іп 
standard Ionic (cf. IOAEQN), and there is no reason to assume Н = [he] rather than 
т [e] with the aspirate not indicated. In certain other cases where the painter shows 
considerable confusion in using Ionic vowel letters, it is at least as possible that H is 
intended to represent [é] (similar to cases like МНЛАМОПОХ in 2.031) as that 
Н = [he]. Thus НРМЕХ on a vase of the Villa Giulia painter, cf. ARV? p.619, no. 16 
(= Smith, Catalogue 3 p.299, no. E492) is poor evidence for H — [he] alongside 
ДІОКУХОХ, where Q clearly represents both [»] and [5], on the same vase; cf. 
AIIOAAON, AETQ on another, ARV? p.619, no.17 (= Richter-Hall plate 101). 
Of the same order is HAIKQN оп a white-ground lekythos now in Munich by the 
Achilles painter, cf. ARV? p.997, no.155, Paralipomena p.438 (L.). А vase of 
Polion also has НРМНУ, but on the same pot ЛЕТО, IIOXZEIAON, ПОЛІОМ, 
HPAKAEHZ, ARV? p.1171, no.2 (= Richter-Hall, plates 153 and 154). The HOS 
on the piece by the Lykaon painter, ARV? p. 1045, no.5 (= HRF 2 p.164, no. 8), could 
be of the same type, as other pieces of the same artist have KAAAIOIIE, ASIO- 
ПЕТӨНХ, KAEQN. H.R.Immerwahr (cf. Sprunt Studies pp. 25—27) сате to a 
similar conclusion against Н = [hé] or [he] about the spellings ANTIGHOZ, 
АӨНМЕӨНМ on late fifth-century vases. The rf. plate in the British Museum cited 
as no.820 by Kretschmer, loc.cit. p.98 reads HEPAKVES, ARV? p.316, no.8 
(= Smith, Catalogue 3 p.70, no. E45). 


The reading of ће rf. vase of the Brygos painter (certainly not Athenian) is apparently not HO$, 
but AQ$ = dóc, Doric form of the word, cf. J. Millingen, Ancient Unedited Monuments, 
Painted Greek Vases (London, 1822) plate 6 (= ARV? p.384, no.222). There is no doubt that 
the figure depicted is Dawn, and the text is thus probably a label. Otherwise one might be 
tempted to read: KJA[V]O s. 


There remain only the following possible cases of dipinti with H written for [he] 
or [he]: 


HPAKVE$ on a Tyrrhenian amphora (са. 575-550), cf. ABV p.96, no. 13 (= CVA, 
France 1, plate 5.6, 14). 


HPA on a vase of Douris, cf. ARV? p.438, no. 133 (= HRF 1, p.285, no. 84). 

In these early examples where the painters normally spell these syllables HE, a careless 
omission may be the best explanation, i.e. НРА; cf. ПРОМЕЄБ? on the vase of 
Douris. 

HPMES, ПЕР% ОФАТА, AEMETEP, НКАТЕ on a vase by the Persephone 
painter, ARV? p.1012, no.1 (= Richter-Hall, plate 124), where H would certainly 
seem to represent [he]. But this painter is close to the Achilles painter, who often uses 
Н for [č]; note also the non-Attic PZ, and Q for [ð]. 

HAENH, IIEIGQ, МЕМЕЛЕОХ on an oinochoe related to works of Polion and 
the Heimarmene painter, ARV? p. 1173 (= HRF 1 p.347, no.7): probably confusion 
of the sort suggested for Polion supra. 
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The only example of the syllabic use of eta that has thus far been seen in an Attic stone text 
occurs in a horos of three lines, probably of the first half of the fourth century, cf. BCH 92 (1968) 
p. 735, fig. 4 (= Deltion 20 [1965] Chronika p. 54, plate 41): 


4 
on face 1 

І 
НОРОХ | 
IEPOH[[?]] | Pon right lateral surface 
AKAEO[[E]]! X 


There is no indication of what letter lay underneath the erasure of line 2. Was the sigma of line 3 
moved to the right surface to achieve some kind of symmetry? Perhaps corrections were put in 
with paint, i.e. E in the last space in line 2 on the face, a Y in line 3. С. Daux thought the text 
an unsuccessful attempt at archaizing (cf. BCH, loc.cit.). But Stauropoulos’ suggestion that 
Н= [he] here must remain doubtful (cf. Deltion, loc. cit.). 


For HPMAIOZ for “Еоноїос, cf. 2.04, no. 6, p.51 infra. 


2.033 Q= [5] 


А number of examples of Q for [5] have already been cited in 2.0122 as illustrations 
of the inconsistency common in the use of Q in dipinti. Additional examples of about 
the same date from other painters are: vases of the Alkimachos painter with AAKI- 
МАХОХ KAAQZ, КАЛОУХ, but another with KAAOZ, cf. ARV? p.530, nos. 20, 
21; no.19; a vase of the Persephone painter (ca. 440) has ПЕР QATA, ARV? 
р.1012, no.1 (= Richter-Hall, plates 124, 171.124); two vases of the Penelope 
painter have QAVZXEVZ and ОЛТУУБУУ, ARV? р. 1300, по. 1 (= FR plate 138.2), 
no.2 (= FR plate 142; Textband 3, p. 127). But the vase of the Kraipale painter (cited 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 106) has ДІФІЛО? on both sides, not ДІФІЛОХ and 
ДІФІЛОХ, cf. ARV? p. 1214, по. 5. 

Perhaps cf. МІКОХ (= Nixootévé&g or vox900?), graffito on an Agora sherd of the second 
quarter of the fifth century (no. P 10466) (— Agora 21, p.35, no. F75). 


There аге no comparable examples of Q = (б) on the ostraca or fifth-century stone 
inscriptions. For “Боңо‹фофбфатос, cf. 2.04, no.7; for ««ivor (= хобі), cf. 2.022, 
no. 1, p.44 supra. 


2.034 Q = [o] 


This use, while comparatively rare, is well attested on the ostraca, and appears on 
at least three stone texts. It is normally used in texts otherwise in Attic script (ex- 
ceptions: пов. 1, 9, 14), and in Attic texts it is not accompanied by Q = [ð]. It is 
rare in dipinti: most of the examples are from the late sixth or early fifth centuries, i.e. 
at a time when Ionic letters are not normal there (пов. 13-14 are exceptional here). 
Of the four examples on stone texts, the only official document, the decree concerning 
the Praxiergidai (no.9), has already been cited as having both Q = [o:] and Q = [>] 
(cf. 2.022, no.2, p.44 supra); the other three are fifth-century dedications in Attic 


48 Scripts, lay-out of texts, punctuation, etc. 


script (nos. 5, 6, before 480; по. 10, са. 460). The use of Q for (0:| is well attested оп 
both groups of ostraca, and in the later group occurs alongside Ionic A= А and is 
contemporary with others having H= т [e]. However, © = [0] never occurs in a 
very large percentage of the total in either group of ostraca. The phenomenon virtually 
ceases by 440 B.C. 

The Ionic letter Q was used for [ð] and [o'] (later ov) in the alphabets of Paros, 
Thasos, and Amorgos, and it is possible that the Attic use of it seen here is derived 
from contact with these alphabets; but in the Attic examples there is no Q = [8] in 
conjunction with Q = [0°]. It should be noted that this use of Q is found in purely 
Attic contexts, i.e. ostraca, stone texts. 

It is thus unlike the use of © for [б] seen in dipinti (cf. 2.033). The evidence suggests 
that the Ionic letter Q was adopted by some Athenians to distinguish (5) and [o:] 
(later ov), normally without the adoption of other Ionic letters. The practice was not 
accepted for official use, and disappears soon after 450 B. C., probably as the standard 
use of Q became more familiar. 


Lit.: MS? p. 4, note 17; A. Wilhelm, JOAI 2 (1899) pp. 228 —229. 


Examples: 


1) ПАТРОКИО (= IlaxoóxAiov?) BMFA 63 (1965) pp.35ff. (= Paralipomena р. 164, 
no.31bis) (са. 520) dipinto on а bf. vase assigned to the Leagros group; also EKTPQP 
(cf. 2.0122, p.38 supra). Here the name labels the tomb of Patroclus and is almost certainly 
genitive (L.). 

2) he[o]uo JHS 76 (1956) p.22 (= SEG 16.34) (fin. s. Ма.) dipinto on а rf. plaque assigned 
to Phintias. 

3) Atavitóo : сірі Furtwängler, Beschreibung p. 1018, no. 4017 (fin. s. Via.) dipinto on a late 
bf. kothon, cf. 9.0111, p. 176 infra. 

4) єбошу ARV? p.431, no.48 (= CVA, Germany 21, plate 77); Асолобора ARV? p.447, 
no. 274 (ca. 490—480) dipinti on two vases assigned by Beazley to the third period of Douris; 
cf. AJA 52 (1948) pp. 337 ff. єбошу = єборому, i.e. the contracted form of Еборооу. Other 
interpretations are simply not convincing. It should be noted that the use of Q = ov in evoovv 
does not prove that the Ionic alphabet was used for books in Attica, since this use is not the 
standard Ionic one and is paralleled by “Асолоббоф on another vase from the same work- 
shop (which otherwise avoids Ionic letters; for HPA, i.e. Н.Фоо, cf. 2.032 supra) and by 
other texts from Attic contexts such as ostraca and priv. stone monuments. Cf. also Immer- 
wahr, Book Rolis pp. 18-19, no. 1 with lit. (notes 2, 3). 

5) КоМхдрос (acc. plural) I? 821 (ante 480) ded., cf. A. Wilhelm (Lit. supra) fig. 128. Has 
Attic lambda and three-bar sigma. 

6) Аеэходовібо P559 (= DAA p.112, по. 110) (ante 480) ded.; previously read as. a dual 
(cf. A. Kirchhoff, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Alphabets [Gütersloh, 1887] 
р. 96), but the genitive sing. is surely right; has Attic lambda and three-bar sigma (L.). 

7) Ostraca of the 480s (Attic lambda and three-bar sigma employed): 

'Aguotovóuo оп 6, possibly 7, of the Kallixenos ostraca (483 аш 482); ”АрштоуОро on 
more than 90, *Архотоубнол on one, "Арідтоудим on one, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) pp. 384— 
385, по. 15. 
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NeoxAéwe on 6 of the Themistocles ostraca from the Agora excavations (482); NeoxA£oc on 
more than 60, NeoxA£ovc on three, cf. Hesperia 19, p. 385, note 24; Мєохд ос on 4 ostraca 
of group L from the Acropolis, cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 240, fig. 69 (included in Hesperia 19 
statistics just mentioned). NeoxAéw¢ оп an ostracon from the Ceramicus, cf. ВСН 92 
(1968) p. 731, fig. 7. 

СЕ hutzoxoátoc on an unpublished ostracon of Megakles (486) in the Agora; "'AXxueovtóo 
on 5 ostraca of Hippokrates (482), "АХхдеоу(бо on more than 40, ’AAxpeovidou on a few. 

8) Млі480 оп 5 ostraca of Kimon (Attic lambda) Kerameikos 3, pp.58—59, nos.45—49 
(461); most have Mutiddo. 

9) Oe BSA 49 (1954) pp. 17ff., line 8 (= SEG 14.3; revised text of 1280) (ca. 450? cf. SEG 
22.4 and note to no. 10 infra) decree. Another case of Q = [0°] probably in ib. 20 (= SEG 
14.3.20), where ујео has been read by D. M. Lewis, cf. BSA 49, p.18 with notes; this text 
also has бу, ”АлбАХоуу (cf. 2.022, no. 2, p. 44supra); has Attic lambda. 

10) Avjgianw DAA p.322, no.299 (= new reading of I? 558) (са. 460) ded. А.Е. Raubitschek 
suggests also that this text and I? 80 (no. 9 supra) are by the same hand and of about the same 
date. 

11) Меуєх є да Kerameikos 3 p. 64, no.75 (450—443) ostracon of Menon; Attic gamma and 
lambda on others of this group. 

12) М(|еХео(о Kerameikos 3, p.84, по. 160 (Attic lambda); @wxvb(Se[s] MeXeo( AM 40 (1915) 
р. 10, no. 12 (= I? 911.1) (Attic lambda) ostraca of 443. 

13) Мооаїос Paralipomena p.398, no. 70 bis (ca. 460—450) dipinti оп a rf. vase by the Villa 
Giulia painter. Has Attic gamma and lambda. 

14) ПХфто» (has Ionic lambda) ARV? p.1142, Berlin inv. по.3244, by Xenotimos (= СУА, 
Germany 22, plate 116.3—5) (ca. 430—420). Неге Q is for (0:| < original diphthong [o"] 
(cf. 21.002, no. 9, p. 350 infra). 


Notes and Corrections: The peculiar XOPIOQ (= xwgiov, with OQ = [o']?) on the ded., I? 661 
(= DAA p.225, no. 191) (са. 5002), remains without parallel; also has Н = [e] (but E = т once). 
In Hesperia 9 (1940) p.97, no.18, the *TEDANQ of line 3 is probably not genitive, cf. 
2.0121, no. 26, p.36 supra. 
It is barely possible © is for Го") in the ostracon of Menon cited 2.02, no. 18, p. 42 supra. 


For later examples of Q = [o:], OY, cf. 12.03. 


2.04 Vestiges of Attic script after 403 B. C. 


Certain vestiges of Attic script in texts of 403/2 and later are extremely rare. But the 
perfect form of the Ionic script found in use after 403/2 is not surprising if Attic script 
was largely obsolete by the end of the fifth century and being maintained artificially by 
the state for use in official documents. This view is supported by the increasing use 
of Ionic script for private purposes after ca. 450 (cf. 2.0121, p.33 supra) and by the 
last part of the fifth century for public documents (cf. 2.011, p.28 supra); further- 
more even state decrees in the Old Attic alphabet of the last years of the fifth century 
frequently contain incursions of Ionic letters, especially eta as а vowel (cf. 2.02, 
nos.4— 7, p. 41 supra; 2.021, nos. 4— 6, 13, p. 43 supra). 

The only confusions which may be safely assigned to newness of the Ionic script are 
H~E= [e] and 0-0 = |»), both especially rare in the period ca. 403—375 B.C., 


50 Scripts, lay-out of texts, punctuation, etc. 


when they might be expected to occur because of the substitution of one script for the 
other. The confusion of EI and НІ is probably phonetic (cf. 23.00, pp.368ff.), as 
there is no accompanying confusion of OI and QI. The choice of EI and OY rather 
than E, O for [е-] and [о] seems not to be correlated with the use of Ionic script either 
before or after 403/2 B.C. (cf. p. 31 supra; 9.011, 13.01 infra). 


No certain examples of Е--Н or of O~Q in state decrees of the early fourth 
century can be found. А decree of three phratries found at Dekeleia and dated precisely 
to 396/5 B.C. has a single example of E for Н in тес, but the text deviates from the 
standards of state decrees in the spelling xétat (no. 1). Five additional examples of E 
for H occur in dedications and sep. monuments; one of the dedications is that of a deme 
(по. 5). These texts cannot be dated with precision; some may be slightly earlier than 
403 В.С. and belong with the examples in 2.02; on the other hand, some of the priv. 
sep. monuments in impure Ionic in 2.02 may in fact be slightly later than 403 and 
belong in this section. The only example of Q for O which might be due to un- 
familiarity with the new script is on a private dedication which can be dated only 
rather imprecisely to the early fourth century (no. 7). OAIEZ occurs on a small fr. of 
a cat., Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 174, no.39 (part of II? 1952, fr. c, to be disassociated from 
II? 1952 а), where it has been interpreted as “Әоидс, cf. AJP 84 (1963) pp. 174—175, 
and the text dated to the early fourth century; but it is probably an early example of 
“Оошедс with -E£ (= -єїс) in the nom. pl. (as in II? 1749, dated by the name of the 
archon to 341/0), cf. 12.0111, p.227 infra. 


Occasional confusion of H and E and of O and Q are found in the later fourth 
century and in the Hellenistic Period; such examples are probably not due to any 
vestiges of the Old Attic alphabet, cf. 8.01, pp. 159—160 infra and 12.01, pp. 223 ff. 
A date of ca. 370 has been somewhat arbitrarily selected as the cut-off point for 
confusion of H and E and of О and О because of the newness of Ionic script; examples 
later than that date will be found in the sections of the Phonology cited, i.e. 8.01 and 
12.011. A few of the imprecisely dated examples in this section may be later than 
ca. 370. 


There is trace of a greater confusion in graffiti of the early fourth century. Cf. the defixio, 
AM 73 (1958) p.97, no.2 (= SEG 21.1093), dated са. 400 on the basis of the stratigraphy, with 
Ё twice in lines 7, 8 (but Нэгт 6 times al.) (cf. p.161 infra) and pet’ éxévonv for éxévow 
in line 7 (cf. p.358 infra); Ат (о and ДеЕќо, graffiti on different sherds, of ca. 410—390 and 
of the early fourth century respectively, cf. Agora 21, p.38, no. F127; p.39, no. F136; бу хаос 
(adverb) on Agora 21, p.39, no. F132 (ca. 400—390), but біхаіюс оп two others, cf. ibid. 
nos. F131, F139; Зеуофб(утос) Agora 21, p.39, no. F145 (400—350). Cf. "НоахАєс, dipinto 
on a fourth-century vase, ARV? p. 1472, Pasithea painter no.1 (= Richter-Hall, plates 162. 
166; 173.166). 

There was an archaizing retention of Attic script on fourth-century Panathenaic amphorae; 
cf. AGE, retained on coins long after 403/2 B. C. 

For the conscious archaism in the use of H for [h] on horoi of the fourth century, cf. 1.021, 
p.24 supra; for revival of the Old Attic alphabet in Roman times, cf. Introduction p.9 
supra. 
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Examples: 


1) tlé II? 1237.69— 70 (396/5) decree of three phratries found at Dekeleia; has xēta (cf. 16.01, 
no.12, p.301 infra) and O for ov in тбто-, dx (cf. 21.012, nos. 1, 2, p.352 infra). 

2) "AXo]xex£Gev блотаєу Hesperia 17 (1948) p.38, no. 24 (ca. 403?) artist's signature. 

3) AE 1948—49 pp.146ff. (= SEG 12.80) (fin. s. Va. aut init. s. IVa.) in Ionic throughout 
(three elegiac distichs) except for noorte, Міхес in line 6; МҮРРІМЕНКАНӨН in ib. 9 is 
probably for Mugelvy ¿xàńƏn with confusion (if not simple graphic metathesis) of E and Н, 
cf. BSA 50 (1955) p. 1; Mvooivém хт (as in AE 1948—49), with omitted augment, is less 
likely. Sep. mon. of Myrrhine, priestess of Athena Nike, probably mentioned in Aristophanes' 
Lysistrata (cf. L. Robert, REG 66 [1953] p. 132, no. 49); this text could be slightly earlier 
than 403/2. 

4) 124546 + Annuario n.s. 11-13 (1949-51) pp.120ff. (ca. 400): ‘Equi, “Борїїс (по 
Н = [h], cf. Annuario pp. 123—124), Ктуриобботос, but Авцоүғуос, Воотббес ded. (priv.). 

5) ó бёрос xov legéa *Аоотохо@йтту Фуохіюуос Файлова Il? 3454 (needs correction) + 
Hesperia 2 (1933) p. 155, no. 4 (init. s. IVa.) ded. of a deme, dated on basis of lettering and 
prosopography (L.). 

6) "Нонаїос II? 7967.1 (init. s. IV а.) sep. mon. of an Egyptian. 

7) "Eouaqoo[8(]tot AM 62 (1937) p.7, no. 5 (init. s. IV a.) ded. (priv.). 

8) Кош (= Корф) П2 12824.2 (ca. 400) sep. mon.; there is now no trace of this second line on 
the stone, but as it has been independently transcribed by Koehler (as КОМО cf. IG II, 
no. 4200) and Koumanoudes (who reports КОМО in Epigraphai epitymbioi (Athens, 1871] 
p.385, no. 3384) it should probably be regarded as genuine; in line one note Коробс, Kopad- 
Mg (L.). 


Notes and Corrections: 'AdotEó (for ”АМБФ) in II? 4546.5 (ca. 400) must be corrected to 
déEouey, cf. Annuario n.s. 11-13 (1949—51) pp. 122—123. 

A.E. Raubitschek (DAA p.89) would assign I? 561 to the fourth century; the reading (un- 
certain) of line 2 is AXAPNEOZ (L.); perhaps belongs with examples in section 12.011, cf. 
p.224 infra. 

The suggestion of C. W. Clairmont, Gravestone and Epigram, Greek Memorials from the 
Classic and Archaic Period (Mainz, 1970) p.139, that the Хшхубо on the sep. mon. published 
Deltion 17 (1961-62) Chronika p.26 (= BCH 86 [1962] p.651) could be Хшхобо and not 
Хшхобом is of course absurd (с. С. Daux, BCH 96 [1972] p. 558). 

The widespread confusion of H and E in the defixiones is probably not due to difficulties with 
the new Ionic script, cf. 8.01, p. 161 infra. 

It is difficult to decide where to place the public horos with an epigram entirely in Ionic script 
(Н, О, ó, Г, A) except for XZ in ретаҳоо, because of the uncertainty about its date, cf. II? 2640; 
if it is earlier than 403/2 B.C. it would belong with the examples in 2.011, pp.31—32 supra. 
Similar difficulties apply to the fr. of a lex sacra, 12 844/845 B (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.32, 
по. 16), with АӨЕМАТАТ in line 11, which might be slightly earlier than 403 B. C.; it is probably 
not late enough to go with the examples in 8.01 (cf. p. 164 infra). 
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3.00 Arrangement of texts 


3.01 Direction of writing: boustrophedon, retrograde 


The theory positing a three-step progression in Greece from retrograde to boustro- 
phedon and then to left-to-right writing has been successfully refuted by L.H. Jeffery 
on the basis of an analysis of all the earliest texts from all parts of Greece (cf. LSAG 
pp. 43ff.). The first Attic inscriptions are usually only a single line. Of them many are 
retrograde like the earliest one, the graffito on the Dipylon oinochoe of ca. 725, 1? 919 
(= LSAG p.76, no. 1). But other quite early texts read from left to right, e.g. a dipinto 
of са. 675—650, Hesperia, suppl. 2 (1939) p.151, no. C39 (= LSAG p.76, по.5 4); 
and a graffito of ca. 650, Hesperia, suppl. 2, p.124, по. B55 (= LSAG p.76, no.4). 
Furthermore, of the 22 graffiti on seventh-century sherds from Hymettus only nine are 
retrograde, although there is no appreciable difference in the style of the lettering on 
the different types, cf. AJA 38 (1934) pp. 10ff. Four of these (AJA 38, nos. 1—3, 5) are 
among the earliest texts of more than a single line, and all are apparently retrograde, 
but a two-line boustrophedon graffito on a stone fragment, I? 484, is probably slightly 
earlier, perhaps of the eighth century, cf. LSAG p.76, по.2. One-line graffiti written 
left to right occur on SOS (cf. p.21 supra, note 1) amphorae, cf. LSAG p.77, 
пов.10с--104 (са. 625—550) (nos. 10a—b, g, h are retrograde) and sherds from the 
Agora, e.g. no. P6578 (ca. 700?), no. P13655 (700—650). The earliest dipinti show a 
similar variety, e.g. LSAG p.76, no.5: of one-line dipinti on Proto-Attic pottery 
dated са. 675—625, nos.5a—b are retrograde, 5c—e, left to right. The earliest texts 
carved on stone аге I? 997 (са. 625—600? cf. IGAA р. 129, no. 22; LSAG p.76 no.8), 
sep. monument of two lines retrograde, but the text was perhaps so arranged because 
of its relation to figures on the stone (cf. LSAG pp.45, 71; p.59 infra); and I2 672 
(= LSAG p.76, no.7) (625—600?) ded., boustrophedon. Perhaps a little later are 
several one-line retrograde texts; I? 466, 12 467, 12740, dedications; I? 1008, sep. 
mon.; and a few one-line left-to-right texts listed on pp. 56—7 infra. The earliest text of 
more than a single line written left to right is a graffito on a sherd of the seventh 
century B.C., Hesperia, suppl. 2 [1939] p. 126, по. B56. 


Retrograde writing. Stone texts with retrograde writing are in fact quite rare until 
near the end of the sixth century, if the dates assigned to the various monuments, 
usually based only on letter-forms, may be trusted. Somewhat later than the examples 
already cited are: a one-line retrograde ded. below the Acropolis calf-bearer, dated 
са. 570—560 on the basis of the sculpture, 12 469 (= LSAG p.77, no. 17); a block, 
probably a grave monument, with *OfINEO inscribed retrograde on two sides of it, 
12999 (= IGAA p.116, no.1) (ca. 575—550). The first Attic retrograde text of any 
length is actually the four-line grave monument of Pediarchos, IGAA p.136, no.42 
(= SEG 3.56; cf. GVI 1 p.499, no. 1671) (са. 540), which must be read from bottom 
to top (cf. p.60 infra). Jeffery (cf. IGAA p.136) suggests the use of retrograde here 
was for technical reasons due to the location of the monument, as in the examples from 
the end of the century (cf. p.53 infra). And yet in this period in which boustrophedon 


Arrangement of texts 53 


writing was still used and letters facing left were familiar, it is not unreasonable to 
suppose that some, perhaps left-handed persons (cf. L$AG p.47), may have preferred 
to write a series of lines right to left instead of left to right. A one-line retrograde sep. 
mon., 12994 (= IGAA p.135, no.38), is of about the same date and is perhaps by the 
same hand as the monument of Pediarchus. But texts carved boustrophedon, or even 
left to right, are certainly much more frequent in the period 560—540 (cf. p.54 
infra). 

But there is another sizable group of retrograde texts, often of two or three lines, 
which seems pretty certainly to date to the last quarter or even the last decade of the 
sixth century. Left-to-right writing was certainly normal in Attica by this time and 
scarcely any boustrophedon texts can be dated this late, and A. Wilhelm's suggestion 
(cf. Beiträge pp. 31, 306; DAA p.444) that such stones were carved retrograde because 
they stood to the right of a path or road has been generally accepted. The most typical 
examples are columnar dedications with the letters carved from top to bottom between 
the flutes of the columns. In such cases, if the column was standing upright on the right 
side of a path, the eye of the approaching reader was actually served better by retro- 
grade writing. Examples of this type (none found in situ and some less securely dated 
to this period than others) are: 12510, 12483, 12 548 + I2 663 (= DAA p.10, no.6); 
I? 499, 12 697, 12 737.345; DAA p.253, по.223. Of special interest is a text of this 
type which was begun retrograde (cf. pi, ny, and alpha) and finished with left-to-right 
writing (cf. tau), cf. I? 540 (illustrated DAA p.34, по. 31) (са. 5002). So also on another 
column fr. of three retrograde lines, pi and rho always face right, sigma faces both 
ways, epsilon and ny face left, cf. I2 804, a dedication. 

Two horoi of the Agora have been found in situ beside roads, but their relation to Wilhelm's 
theory is indecisive. The retrograde text (Hesperia 37 (1968] p.61) was placed to the west of 
the road with the lettering facing east, i.e. as one went away from the Agora it was on the right 
side of the road. But the left-to-right text (Hesperia, suppl. 4 [1940] p. 107; Hesperia 8 [1939] 
p.205) also has letters facing east and is located on the west side of the thoroughfare which 
passes in front of it (another path goes behind it). The two texts are of roughly the same date (ca. 
500) and style, although the hands are different (cf. p.58 infra). A rock-cut horos contains both 
a retrograde text and a left-to-right text beneath it, but the style of the lettering indicates a 
different date for the two texts, cf. I? 863 (cf. form of the rho in IG I nos. 504 and 505; the sigmas 
of the retrograde text face from left to right). For other retrograde horoi (not found in situ) cf. 
the following paragraph. 


Other late sixth-century texts, not on columns and not found in situ, for which 
considerations of symmetry and location are thought to be the reason for retrograde 
writing аге: a horos, I? 902a (I? 907 of somewhat later date may be a private horos or 
а sep. mon., cf. infra); two marble basins, I? 759.371, I? 716 (the latter slightly later in 
date, cf. infra) !; a block, probably a base for a statue, with a two-line retrograde text, 
Hesperia 26 (1957) p.79, no.24, plates 16, 25; two texts carved left to right, but with 


1 The suggestion of DAA рр.402-403 that two early sixth-century fragments of marble 
basins, I? 739 (left to right) and I? 740 (retrograde), stood on opposite sides of a path is rather 
tenuous (cf. p.57 infra). 
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the artist's signature carved retrograde on another surface of the stone: I? 972 (really 
as early as 540—530? cf. IGAA p.120) sep. mon. with retrograde signature awk- 
wardly carved; 12 718 (= DAA p.75, no.70) (са. 500?) ded.; and two monuments of 
uncertain character, 12677 (= DAA p.234, по.201) (са. 500?) a column capital; 
12 693 (= DAA p.368, no.333) (fin. s. Ма.) not stoichedon, part of a stele of some 
sort(?). The last examples of this sort of thing are the marble basin just cited, I? 716, 
of ca. 480? (arguments of DAA p.401 not absolutely certain) and I? 907 (cf. supra), 
a private horos, perhaps even a sep. mon., with four-bar sigma, tailless rho and theta 
of the form О, which should indicate а date in the fifth century B.C., probably in the 
first half of it (for use of Z before 450—440 in priv. documents, cf. 12 983, dated ca. 
525 by Jeffery, IGAA p. 127, no. 19). 


А few later examples of retrograde writing on bronze dedications, ostraca, etc. might be due 
to left-handed persons (?). Of the bronzes, only I? 447.4 is among the earliest of this group, which 
are probably no earlier than са. 550 (cf. LSAG p.68, note 1); 12434 is slightly later; I? 445, 
possibly of the last quarter of the sixth century. А few ostraca are retrograde, e.g. Hesperia, 
suppl. 4 (1940) p.38, fig. 30 (480s); Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.395, no.2 (480s); Archaeo- 
logical Reports 13 (1967) p. 5, fig.4 (487/6) with two lines. But the graffito cited Hesperia 8 
(1939) p.63, inscribed Підіаратос retrograde, is now generally dated to the mid-sixth century 
B.C., cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) pp. 405—406; LSAG p.76, no.9e. Cf. also the retrograde 
graffito IIugec on an early fifth-century vase, BCH 92 (1968) p. 763 and p.766, fig. 7. 

For the labels of figures on vases retrograde and left-to-right writing were apparently equally 
popular right from the start, cf. the М. pot of the Nettos painter, ABV p.4, no. 1 (= LSAG p.76, 
no. ба). There was a natural tendency to begin a name labelling a figure at the face and have the 
letters proceed outward. This and perhaps sometimes a desire for symmetry explain the enduring 
popularity of retrograde, which continues down into the fifth century, e.g. ARV? p.459, Makron 
no.4 (= CVA Germany 21, Text pp.33—34, no.F2291) (490—480); ARV? p.274, no.35 
(= CVA Germany 20, Text рр.32--33, no.2407) (ca. 470); ARV? p.592, no.36 (= CVA 
France 15, Text p. 24); Smith, Catalogue 3 p. 354, no. E719 (= ARV? p. 1560); etc. 

An interesting late example of retrograde occurs on a lamp dated ca. 350 which has a list of 
six names incised retrograde, probably in some magical connection; the writing is not true 
retrograde, for, while the lines read right to left, the individual letters face towards the right, 
cf. Hesperia 27 (1958) p. 159, plate 46b. This device is frequent on defixiones. 


Boustrophedon writing. This was normal for writing on stone in most of Greece 
ca. 600—540. The most important examples from Attica are: 


Dedications: V 463 + 475 (са. 566? cf. LSAG p.77, по. 18); I? 392 (558? cf. DAA p.357, 
no.328); 12468 (558? cf. DAA p.358); I? 802 (ante 550, cf. IGAA p.118) ded. on jumping 
weights from Eleusis (lost); 12472 (ca. 550—540? cf. LSAG p.77, по.25); 12835 (ante ca. 
5202); 

Sep. monuments: SEG 3.55 (= LSAG p.77, no.20) (ca. 560? cf. IGAA p.118); 12976 
(= IGAA p. 133, no. 34) (са. 560-5502); P. 974 (= IGAA р. 130, no. 23) (са. 5502). 

There is also the ded. fr., LSAG p.77, по.26 (= I? 665 + new frr.), which might be boustro- 
phedon; the single retrograde line could also be read left to right, but the letters produced 
(ЗОІХ) are difficult to explain. The text is dated са. 550-540? Бу LSAG, but the lettering 
certainly looks later, cf. the photograph, DAA p.230, по. 195, where a date of 525—500 is 
suggested. Probably not stoichedon? cf. p. 60 infra. 
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The number of Attic boustrophedon texts is fairly small; most of those just cited 
have been brought down by the experts to a date close to 550 B.C., a date to which 
several texts of more than one line inscribed left to right may also be assigned (cf. 
рр-56-57 infra), besides the four-line retrograde sep. mon. of Pediarchus cited in 
the previous section (cf. p.52 supra). Stone texts only really become numerous in 
Attica about 550, and by this time it is clear that left-to-right writing is just as common 
as boustrophedon, and may have been so even earlier. The lack of precise dates for 
many of these texts compounds the difficulties of deciding how general boustro- 
phedon writing was in Attica at this time. 

After 540 boustrophedon was certainly unusual. Ап exception may be seen in the 
occasional use of it to finish up a line at the right margin to avoid isolating a few 
letters at the beginning of a new line to the left. Thus in the sep. mon., 1? 1012 (- 
IGAA p. 137, no.44) (са. 550--5402), the last two letters have been added retrograde 
at the right. Other examples from later in the sixth century of this practice of finishing 
up the last part of a text boustrophedon are: two sep. monuments, 12 990 (— IGAA 
p. 122, no. 17), and IGAA p.147, no.65 (= SEG 10.460) (both ca. 510—500?); and 
the horos I? 862 (s. VIa.?). А sep. mon. of three lines published Deltion 20 (1965) 
Chronika p. 86, plate 51 (cf. BCH 92 [1968] p.738) (са. 5302) provides a comparable 
case: here the last word of the first line has been added retrograde at the right, actually 
in the second line. This sort of finishing up is probably also the best explanation of 
the boustrophedon on the narrow surface of SEG 10.326 (= IGAA р. 143, по. 55), 
a text with a list of names on the larger surface, probably some sort of sep. mon., cf. 
the photograph, BSA 39 (1942) plate 29 (cf. p.58 infra). Here, however, the mixture 
of writing has been explained as further evidence for the avoidance of boustrophedon 
іп name-lists, well attested outside Attica, cf. BSA 39 p.93, note 3. But the only other 
Attic example of this avoidance must be abandoned: the tiny fragment of a cat. 
published AM 67 (1942) p.13, no. 11 (= LSAG p.78, no.28) dates to a period when 
non-boustrophedon writing was already in use anyway. А ded. from Eleusis with the 
first line retrograde, lines 2—5 left to right, remains an unexplained peculiarity, cf. 
12817 (ca. 5502); perhaps it is related to the practice of indicating the first line of a 
text with false boustrophedon (cf. L$AG p.50 and p.60 infra), but that is usually 
employed only in vertically inscribed texts. 


This same practice may be seen in graffiti, e.g.: Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.401, по. 14b 
(false boustrophedon, cf. infra) (found in fill of fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.) ostracon; p.406, 
no. P6067 (fig. 9) (found іп fill of ca. 550) graffito on a sherd; 12 914.3 (= Graef-Langlotz 2, 
plate 92, no. 1321) graffito on a sherd (there is no evidence for the date of this text except the 
lettering, which supports a late sixth/early fifth-century dating much more convincingly than 
the late seventh/early sixth-century dating assigned to it by LSAG p.76, no.9b). But probably 
not boustrophedon at all is another graffito, Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.398, по. 10а (= LSAG 
p. 76, no.9c; Agora 21, p. 12, no. C8) (fin. s. Ма.), in which the second line should be read left 
to right as pou ШоүВ (B= EI, cf. 5.0125, p.108 infra), following M. Lang. There аге also 
many examples of this sort of thing among the dipinti, although boustrophedon is normally rare 
in them (cf. infra). For a typical example, cf. Hesperia 9 (1940) p. 200, no. 135, a litde-master 
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cup with three letters added boustrophedon at the right. The practice is still found in the fifth 
century, cf. ARV? p. 632, Methyse painter no. 3 (= Richter - Hall, plates 109—110, 171.109). 


Jeffery has coined the term false boustrophedon, cf. LSAG pp.49—50, for texts in 
which the lines turn a corner, i.e. two lines have the bottoms or tops of their letters 
abutting on each other so that one line is actually upside down: 


ABA 
44 


х а 
ог: 4 x 


Aniow 


Such a technique was occasionally used to mark off the beginning of a stone text, as 
in the ded., 12463, probably of 566 B.C., cf. LSAG plate3 and transcription on 
p.400; DAA pp.350ff. А second example from Attica is a two-line column ded., 
SEG 10.327 (cf. Deltion 11 [1927/28] p.37, fig. 32), probably of the third quarter of 
the sixth century. False boustrophedon is also found on ostraca and among dipinti, 
cf. Vanderpool, Ostracism fig. 24. 

The columnar dedication just cited (SEG 10.327) is probably one of the last Attic 
boustrophedon stone texts. In the law-code fragments, Hesperia 17 (1948) pp. 86 ff. 
(= P 838-9), dated by Jeffery са. 500—480, cf. LSAG p.78, по.44, boustrophedon 
is used out of religious conservatism: the original axones and kyrbeis of Solon are said 
to have been boustrophedon (cf. Harpocration, s.v. 6 xátwðev уброс). 


Although retrograde texts are numerous among the dipinti, examples of boustrophedon 
among the few texts which run to more than a single line are very rare. In addition to the ex- 
ceptional three-line signature of Sotes and Paideros, Hesperia 9 (1940) p.225, по.217 (cf. 
АВУ p.348), there is probably a boustrophedon text on one of the four inscribed vases of 
Sophilos, ABV p.42, no.36 (= part of ABV p.40, no.21, cf. Paralipomena p.18 [= CVA, 
Greece 1, plate 1.1]). Here the text is very fragmentary, but if it was not boustrophedon it is 
very difficult to explain the interpunct to the left of the theta in the uppermost line, cf. the photo- 
graph іп Jabrbuch 13 (1898) plate 1.3. Elsewhere Sophilos (ca. 575-550, cf. LSAG р.77, no. 14) 
has short one-line texts left to right or retrograde: cf. ABV p.39, по.15 (= HBF p.336, no. 2; 
Pfuhl, Malerei no.202); ABV p.39, по.16 (L.); іп this last vase the possibility of a two-line 
retrograde text arises іп: Убфдос : p’Eyeaqoev | Патрохд0с : алдаг but it must remain un- 
certain whether the writer regarded the lines as continuous text. A rf. vase by Onesimos dated 
to slightly before 480, cf. ARV? р. 326, no. 93 (cf. AJA 52 [1948] p.338, no. 3), depicts a papyrus 
roll with three lines of text, the middle one retrograde; here boustrophedon is perhaps intended 
to show the antiquity of the roll, as suggested by Jeffery, cf. LSAG p.76, note 1. But most dipinti 
running to two full lines are entirely left to right, e.g. the signature of Nearchos, ABV p. 82, no. 1 
(= LSAG p.77, по.24) (са. 550), or numerous examples on little-master cups, cf. JHS 52 (1932) 
pp. 187—188, 193, etc. 


Left-to-right writing. The earliest Attic texts carved left to right on stone are а one- 
line grave monument, SEG 10.450 (dated to the beginning of the sixth century on the 
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basis of sculpture and lettering, cf. AAG? p.155, no. 1; nothing is gained by lowering 
the date to ca. 575, as Jeffery does, cf. IGAA p.146, no.62; LSAG p.77, no.15); a 
fragment of a dedication of one line on a marble basin, 12 739 (init. s. МІа.? the 
explanation for the direction of writing given in DAA pp.402—403 is dubious); a 
ded., probably of one line, on a capital, I? 464 (-- DAA p.340, по.318) (600-5502); 
a two-line ded., 12577 (-- DAA p.63, no.60) (570—560?); and a large number of 
texts dated roughly to the middle of the sixth century, e.g.: 12393 (= LSAG p.77, 
по.21) (ca. 550?) bronze tablet recording dedications of tamiai; 12724, 12736 (= 
DAA p.65, nos.61—62) (ca. 550?) frr. of one-line dedications; AA 1939, column 12 
(= DAA p.359, no.329) (ca. 550—540) ded.; LSAG p.78, no.33 (= SEG 22.87; 
Hesperia 8 [1939] p.258, no.9) (550—525) graffito ded. of three lines; 12 830b 
(= LSAG p.78, no.27) (са. 550?) fragmentary ded. of two lines; sep. monuments: 
В 1012 (= IGAA p.137, no.44) (са. 550—540?) (for last two letters added retro- 
grade at the right, cf. infra); 121016 (= IGAA p.136, no.41; LSAG p.77, по.22) 
(ca. 5402); 12 1026а (= IGAA p.140, по. 50) (са. 550); SEG 10.326 (= IGAA 
p.143, no.55) (са. 5502), AM 78 (1963) p.110, no.2 (= SEG 22.68) (са. 550); 
121021 (= IGAA p.143, no.56) (ca. 550-5402); 12996, a single line (= IGAA 
p. 131, no.27) (са. 550—540?); 12 971 (= IGAA p. 132, no.33) (550-540, cf. AM 78 
[1963] p.119); 12989 (= IGAA p.119, no.5) (550—530); IGAA p.139, no.48 
(= SEG 10.4522) (са. 5402); 121014 (= IGAA p.138, no.46) (са. 5402); 12981 
(= IGAA p.146, no.63) (ca. 540—535); IGAA p.143, по.57 (= SEG 10.461) (ca. 
5402); 12972 (= IGAA p.120, по.8) (ca. 540-5302); 121022 (= IGAA p.144, 
no. 58) (са. 540-5302); АМ 78 (1963) p.145, по.12 (= SEG 22.73) (non post 530); 
12988 (= IGAA p.140, по.49) (540-5252). 

Worthy of special note is I? 1012, a signature of Phaidimos, like the boustrophedon 
SEG 3.55 cited above. These have both been assigned to the same mason by Jeffery, 
along with I? 1014, left to right and nearly stoichedon (cf. pp.61, 69 infra) (cf. 
IGAA pp. 118, 137, 139); if these attributions and the suggested dates 560—550— 
540 are accepted, the progression boustrophedon-left to right—left to right + 
stoichedon can be seen in one hand. The assignment of texts of this period to masons 
on the basis of lettering sometimes arouses scepticism, but here the association of 
Phaidimos with two examples gives the attributions more support. A third signature 
of Phaidimos, SEG 10.452а (= IGAA p.139, по. 48), is by a different hand. 

The last two letters of I? 1012 have been added retrograde at the right, to avoid 
isolating them at the beginning of the next line over at the left (cf. p. 55 supra). 

Lit.: MS? p.7, notes 24—25; comprehensive treatment of archaic dedications in DAA, espe- 
cially p.444; of archaic sep. monuments in IGAA; cf. also LSAG pp.43—50, рр.73, 75-76; 
Vanderpool, Ostracism pp. 9—10 (figures 22-24). 
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3.02 Lay-out of texts 


3.021 Vertical texts, order of lines, etc. 


In the Archaic Period texts were very often inscribed vertically, usually from top to 
bottom. There is no question of true vertical writing (cf. remarks on *wvovnóóv writing 
infra), as the letters are turned on their sides. This practice was particularly suitable 
for dedications inscribed between the flutes of columns, and it was indeed normal 
unless the text was on the column capital (cf. numerous photographs, DAA pp.9—60, 
passim). The same technique appears on a few early stelai: I2 463 (— LSAG plate 3, 
no.18) (5662), AM 62 (1937) p.1, по.1 and plate 1 (= SEG 10.345; LSAG p.78, 
no. 35; revised text of I? 837) (са. 520—514); BCH 92 (1968) p.733, fig.9; etc. Two 
early decrees (both not far from 500 В.С.) are inscribed vertically in this way: the 
earliest state decree, 12 1 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.25, no.14; Imagines? plate 6, no. 13); 
the older of two texts inscribed on a stele from Marathon, probably deme regulations 
connected with the reform of Cleisthenes, Hesperia 11 (1942) pp.329—332, p.331, 
fig. 3. Later decrees are inscribed horizontally, including the reverse of the Marathon 
stele. 

А somewhat unusual arrangement may be seen in the series of horoi to the Agora 
(ca. 500 B. C.), where the text runs across the top and continues down the side, ob- 
viously intentionally. Of the three stones showing this arrangement, two were found 
in situ, and one is retrograde (cf. p.53 supra): cf. Hesperia, suppl. 4 (1940) p.107 
(and note 91); Hesperia 37 (1968) p.62, fig.9. Somewhat similar is the ded., I? 607 
(ca. 480?), where, however, had the line not been indented there was plenty of room 
for all the letters on the horizontal; perhaps the mason miscalculated (cf. drawing 
DAA p.115). An even more peculiar arrangement may be seen on the rectangular 
slab, SEG 10.326 (a list of names, probably some sort of sep. mon.; contains some 
boustrophedon, cf. p.55 supra), inscribed on two adjacent surfaces: if, as seems 
inescapable, the stone rested on either of the two undressed surfaces, all the writing 
had to be read vertically, but on one surface from top to bottom, on the other from 
bottom to top (cf. photographs, BSA 39 [1942] plate 29). 

For a discussion of the various possible reconstructions of the small fr. I? 2, see 
S. Dow, AJA 65 (1961) pp.349ff. (with illustrations). This is apparently the only 
Attic example of a pyramidal stone stele sometimes called хдофеіс by scholars. For 
the term xveftc and the difficulties-connected with it, cf. LSAG рр.53--55. 

The fondness for vertically inscribed texts wanes quickly after the beginning of the 
fifth century. In later examples the form of the monument dictates its use, as in the 
fourth-century horoi of the Ceramicus, II? 2617-2 2619, cf. Imagines? plate 28, 
no.59, or the large stele with a cat. of names and the name of the scribe running 
vertically from the top to bottom, II? 2344 (ши. s. ГУа.), cf. AM 35 (1910) p.114, 
fig.3 for a photograph. For other examples of vertical writing, cf. II? 4609 (fin. s. ГУ а.) 
ded. (priv.), inscription on the parastades of a naiskos in which a deity is depicted; 
II? 4401 (350-300) ded. with four lines running from top to bottom on a columella 
with some names running from top to bottom; II? 2615 (s. IVa.) horos with the last 
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line added vertically; II? 6859 (fin. s. Va./init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. with text inscribed 
beside loutrophoros (cf. Conze, plate 285); etc. 

True vertical writing, i.e. with the lines running vertically but without the letters 
being turned on their sides, the style of writing called xvovnddév in the scholia to 
Dionysios Thrax (Gramm. gr. 1.3, pp.484.26, cf. 191.17), is very rare at Athens. 
There is an Eleusinian dedication of the Archaic Period, I? 810 (init. s. Va.); a text 
(perhaps a sign of some sort?) also from Eleusis, of the second century A.D., which 
has the single word ‘Iegopavme, cf. 1123718, AE 1950—51 p.8, fig.5; p.1, fig.1; a 
dedication (priv.) from the cave of Pan on Mt. Parnes, probably fourth or third century 
B.C., cf. II? 4834 (cf. AM 67 [1942] p.61, no.105), photograph: AE 1918, p.25, 
fig. 16; the first nine alphabetic numerals were carved kionedon in two columns on 
the left side of a dedication of the Flavian period, II? 3229. On the back of the naval 
inv., II? 1620, there is a conglomeration of names, some horizontal and some vertical, 
of which one is inscribed kionedon, cf. II? 2449.2 (s. Па.). Kionedon writing is some- 
times found on vases, usually Panathenaic amphorae, e. g. HBF p.140 (365—350). 

The grammatical writings also talk of writing xvv8n6óv and олецотббу (cf. Gramm. gr. 1.3 
p. 484; the олуирібду of p. 190.36 is probably the same as олеютфбу). The latter type is probably 
the sort of writing in spirals frequent on earlier vases, where dipinti wind around the figures; for a 
good example cf. the middle-Corinthian aryballus illustrated Hesperia 24 (1955) plate 63. This 
is merely a development of the tendency of vase-painters to fit in inscriptions where they can; 
a good Attic example is the François vase, ABV p.76, Kleitias no. 1 (= HBF р. 153). This sort of 
extended spiral writing is more characteristic of the Corinthian vases than of the Attic. Note also 
that Pausanias’ description of the larnax of Cypselus of Corinth at Olympia refers to it as: 
убувата ta Елгүобциала Ємуцоїс ... (5.17.6). It is occasionally found in the Archaic Period 
on stone texts, usually graffiti, cf. IG XII.3 no. 540 (Thera). There do not seem to be any Attic 
examples, but if there were reliefs depicting the figures on the early sep. mon., I? 997 (са. 625— 
600?), the peculiar two-line arrangement of the text might be due to the names being related to 
the figures as labels similar to the arrangement on the Dermys and Kittylos text from Boeotia, cf. 
IGAA p.129, no.22; LSAG pp.45, 71; p.76, no.8 (cf. p.52 supra); Dermys and Kittylos text, 
cf. LSAG p.92. The term zÀ«v8n6óv was perhaps developed to describe writing which runs 
around the rim of a square or rectangular monument to produce an enclosed figure. The large 
marble block, an altar or sacred mensa, of the early fourth century, II? 2343, is a good Attic 
example of this practice. xAwwOndév is probably a development of the inscribing of tops of plinths, 
frequent in the Archaic Period; the Kleobis and Biton text from Delphi is a famous example, FD 4 
pp. Sff. (= LSAG p.168, no.4). An Attic example is 12 711 (cf. DAA p.335, по. 314) (init. s. 
Va.), a fragment of a small marble plinth measuring 0.16 m. (restored length 0.23 m.) X 0.08 m. 
X 0.04 m. (L.). Very likely the same type of thing is the small fr. Hesperia 1 (1932) p.46, no. III 
(cf. fig. 12, p.45) (= DAA p.334, по. 312) (init. s. Va.) ded. Cf. also I? 820, an archaic ded. in 
which the writing winds around the representation of a phallus. Jeffery remarks that the practice 
of inscribing texts right on statues themselves, frequent in archaic Greece, is found in Attica only 
once, cf. I? 830 (cf. LSAG p.78, no.27 and p.74) (са. 550), except for a few bronzes, e.g. I? 446, 
P 434,12 455. 


Occasionally the second line of a text must be read before the first, i.e. the text reads 
from bottom to top. This peculiar practice can be found on some of the ostraca, cf. 
Hesperia 19 (1950) p.387, no.24 and Vanderpool, Ostracism figures 16, 17, 25; 
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Kerameikos 3 p.61; and vases, e.g. KEAAVIO | NO$ (begins retrograde on lower 
line, last three letters in upper line reading from left to right), cf. Hesperia 9 (1941) 
p- 201, fig. 32, по. 135a (s. VIa.), dipinto on a sherd. This practice is avoided for the 
most part in texts on stone. The best Attic example is the four-line retrograde grave 
monument of Pediarchus, cf. IGAA p.136, no. 42 (= SEG 3.56) (са. 540?), which has 
to be read from bottom to top (photograph in AM 67 [1942] plate 2; cf. p.52 supra). 
Wilhelm (cf. Lit. infra) pointed out that the lower line of I? 487 (= DAA p.7, no.3) 
should be read first, as more important than the sculptor's signature above; the eye 
is led to that anyway, since the lower line begins much higher on the column, cf. 
Imagines? plate 6, no. 14. Wilhelm also suggested reading the second line before the 
first in several other archaic texts, but most of his examples are dubious (I? 508, I? 601, 
I? 661, I? 672, 12 804, I? 997, 12 1027). W. Peek (AM 67 [1942] p.89) rejected all but 
Р 672 and І? 997 on the ground that the texts were just as satisfactory with the lines 
read in the normal way; Raubitschek accepted only I? 508 and I? 601 (cf. DAA p.408, 
no.381; p.268, по.233) and added 12711 (= DAA p.335, no.314) and Hesperia 1 
(1932) p.46, no. Ш (= DAA p.334, no.312) (init. s. Va.). But when not metrical it 
seems really impossible to decide which line of such texts was meant to be read first; 
Jeffery follows the order of lines on the stone in her interpretation of I? 672 (cf. LSAG 
p. 76, no.7) and 12997 (= IGAA p.129, по.22; LSAG p.76, no.8). The arrangement 
of lines printed by Hiller von Gaertringen in the IG text of I? 463 is unnecessary and 
against the tendency (also known outside of Athens) to indicate the first line of a 
vertically inscribed text with “false boustrophedon" (cf. LSAG p.50 and p.55 supra). 
Wilhelm's suggestion that the second line of the heading of the decree П? 63 (ante 
378/7) should be read before the first may well be right. 

Lit.: Guarducci, ЕС 1 pp.415—417; Wilhelm, Beiträge pp. 1—12; Arvanitopoulos, Epigraphike 
(Athens, 1937) p. 77, pp. 86— 100. The preceding section confines itself largely to a discussion of 
texts on stone; for more detailed treatment of the dipinti, cf. E. Zinn, AA 1950—51 pp. 1—36. 


3.022 Stoichedon 

The stoichedon style of inscribing stone texts arises, very likely in Athens itself, in 
the sixth century, from the tendency to line up the verticals of letters in non-boustro- 
phedon writing. While there are a few retrograde stoichedon texts (e.g. 12499, раг- 
tially stoichedon; I? 510, probably stoichedon; but not I? 693), boustrophedon and 
stoichedon writing are not normally associated, a fact which confirms this view of 
the origin of the style. Thus the archaistic boustrophedon law-code fragments, 
published Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff. (includes I? 838—9, whose stoichedon character 
had already been questioned) are not stoichedon (= LSAG p.78, no.44) (500—480). 
Nor are there any convincing examples of stoichedon boustrophedon texts from 
Attica: the ded., 1? 472, claimed as stoichedon in LSAG p.73 (illustrated plate 3, 
no.25), is not stoichedon and was not recognized as such by Raubitschek, cf. DAA 
p.438; the ded. fr., 12665 (really boustrophedon? cf. p.54 supra), certainly looks 
stoichedon and has been claimed as such, cf. DAA p.230, no. 195; LSAG p.77, no.26; 
but such a claim is very dubious for such a tiny fragment: note how the small piece 
I? 465 had appeared stoichedon to some, but seen placed in position as part of I? 391 
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it clearly is not, cf. DAA p.356. If I? 665 is stoichedon it is one of the earliest Attic 
examples (it is dated ca. 550—540? by LSAG p.77, no.26). Another early example is 
the sep. mon. of Phrasikleia signed by Phaidimos, I? 1014 (-- ІСАА p.138, по.46; 
LSAG p.78, no.29, cf. plate 3) (ca. 540?), which is virtually stoichedon; most of 
the irregularity is to avoid dividing words (cf. p.69 infra). Earlier signatures of 
Phaidimos are not stoichedon, cf. p.57 supra. For discussion of the earliest stoiche- 
don texts from Attica, see Austin (Lit. infra, pp.7ff.; a few additional examples 
assembled by DAA p. 438) and the lists on рр. 69—71 infra. 

The practice of lining up the verticals as seen in the sep. mon. of ca. 540 mentioned 
previously, cf. 121014 (= IGAA p.138, no.46; for a drawing cf. LSAG plate 3, 
no.29), soon gave way to a system of assigning each letter a square in a checker- 
pattern, so that letters like tau, iota, etc. had their vertical in the middle of the square. 
The first Attic state decree, I? 1 (illustrated Imagines? plate 6, no. 13) (fin. s. Vla., cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p. 27), has only the first six of its twelve lines stoichedon; the verticals 
are not always lined up in the same way, and the checker-pattern is not yet in use. The 
next extensive decree, I? 3/4 (cf. Imagines? plate 10, no. 20) (485/4), already shows 
the fully developed stoichedon style normal in public documents thereafter. The 
aesthetically pleasing appearance immediately evident in I? 3/4 is generally accepted 
as the primary reason for the style's development and immense popularity, cf. Larfeld 
Handbuch (1914) p.138; Austin pp.4—5; Guarducci, EG 1 p.413. Stoichedon is 
normal in Athenian public documents of the fifth and fourth centuries; for statistics, 
see Austin pp. 50—65. 

There is some difference of opinion as to how strictly the definition of stoichedon should be 
applied. Austin’s original definition as “that style in which the letters are in alinement vertically 
as well as horizontally” is the only satisfactory one in practice; attempts to confine “strict 
stoichedon” to texts in which a checker-grid has to be hypothesized (cf. Dow, Lit. infra) or even 
to those very few on which actual guide-lines can still be seen (cf. Pritchett, Lit. infra) do not 
seem useful. These types of texts have been shown by Osborne (Lit. infra, рр.249--250, 269) to 
be no less prone to occasional violations of the stoichedon order than others. 

Stoichedon is also found in the dipinti and in ostraca and other graffiti. The earliest stoichedon 
dipinti are of the last quarter of the sixth century (cf. Immerwahr, Book Rolls p.43, no.1), but 
most are later than ca. 480-475 В.С. (for а large collection of examples, cf. Immerwahr, op. cit., 
pp. 43 —46). Of particular interest is the use of stoichedon on representations of the writing on 
book rolls on fifth-century vases. It is more frequent than non-stoichedon, and this use pre- 
sumably reflects an attempt to represent books realistically, as it would otherwise be very 
difficult to explain. Stoichedon or partial stoichedon is found much more rarely in incised in- 
scriptions; for a list of ostraca, cf. Immerwahr, op.cit. p.44, note1; the most interesting graffito 
is the list of kalos-names, with the heading десі, incised on the bottom of a pot in an incised 
checker-board grid, cf. Hesperia 5 (1936) p.350, по. 6, dating to the second quarter of the fifth 
century. The stoichedon style must always have been associated with conscious calligraphy; 
hence its rarity on ostraca, graffiti in comparison to dipinti and especially stone monuments. The 
earliest examples of true stoichedon texts are carved on stone.? 

3 The signature of Thypheithides mentioned LSAG p.74, note 8 is not stoichedon. The purely 
ornamental use of lettering seen in little-master cups is not necessarily related to the development 
of stoichedon (cf. Austin p. 5, note). 
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Texts in the developed stoichedon style could not possibly have been executed 
without a preliminary sketch of guide-lines forming the checker-pattern. Such guide- 
lines are not attested on Attic texts of the Classical Period (presumably they were 
applied in some removable or impermanent medium), although examples from else- 
where are well known. However, a number of Attic dedications and sep. monuments 
of the Archaic Period, not all of them stoichedon, exhibit incised guide-lines, horizontal 
or vertical. For a list of examples, cf. DAA pp.438—439; add Hesperia 40 (1971) 
p. 154, no.9, p.155, no. 11, p.160, no. 18 (all three s. Уа.). Very rare is a checker- 
pattern as in 12717 (cf. AM 62 [1937] p.101, Hesperia 40 p.156, note17) (init. s. 
Va.) a text of only a single line; and the fr. (three lines are preserved) published 
Hesperia 40 pp.155—157 with plate 29 and fig. 1 on p. 157 (fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.). 
There is a checker-pattern incised on a small fr. of a decree published Hesperia 29 
(1960) p. 40, no. 50 (ante 250). А few archaic texts exhibit the thickly inscribed lines 
which were intended to be seen, that is, they were decorative; for lists of examples, cf. 
DAA loc.cit. The Themistocles decree, Meiggs-Lewis p.48, no.23 (= Hesperia 31 
[1962] p.311), was carved stoichedon, perhaps sometime in the third century B.C., 
and it has horizontal guide-lines (cf. Dow in Lit. infra). Horizontal guide-lines can 
also be seen on four decrees which are not stoichedon, all dated to the second quarter 
of the second century, and perhaps from the same workshop: ІІ? 945; Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p. 117, no.61; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.47, no.7; p.212, no.59 (cf. add.). 

In the early period at least the presence of stoichedon does not necessarily exclude 
syllabic division at the ends of the lines, although this is often assumed, e.g. by LSAG 
p.73. Wilhelm (cf. Lit. infra) showed long ago that in most stoichedon private monu- 
ments of the Archaic Period adjustments are made to facilitate syllabic division, 
although the ending of a line with the end of a word is much preferred to division 
within the word; cf. Austin p.46, notes; cf. 3.0231, pp.69—71 infra. It is in the 
public documents of the fifth and fourth centuries that the strict stoichedon, with 
complete disregard of syllabic division at the ends of lines, is almost universal. Ex- 
ceptions, especially among state decrees, are quite rare, cf. II? 1 (403/2), II? 80 (ca. 
380—370, cf. SEG 24.78) illustrated Pecirka, Ем езі plate 4; inventories: 12295 
(433/2), 12359 (447/6—445/4, сі. SEG 24.48) (= ВСН 91 [1967] opposite p.56), 
I? 370—371 (421/0—416/5), II? 1391 (post 398/7), II? 1496 (334/3—331/0); a locatio 
of property of Athena, 112 2495 (334/3 aut paulo post). The fourth-century naval lists 
abandoned stoichedon early because of the desire to end their short lines with syllables. 
II? 1604—1I? 1609 are still stoichedon and are not syllabified, although the stoichedon 
is often irregular. II? 1610 is non-stoichedon and non-syllabified. For the variations 
in the syllabified texts II? 1611—12 1629, see 3.0232, рр.72-73 infra. The non- 
stoichedon II? 1631 and II? 1632 are not syllabified: the avoidance of stoichedon does 
not always mean the text will be syllabified. 


Apart from the fairly frequent insertion of iota into the same stoichos as an adjacent letter, any 
kind of irregularity in the stoichedon is rare in public texts. Two lambdas are crowded into one 
stoichos in the tribute list, I? 191.1 (= ATL 2, no. 1) (454/3) (Attic lambdas). In the decree, 
II? 448 (318/7), MH is crowded into one stoichos in line 56, QN in line 86; the text has a few 


Arrangement of texts 63 


other irregularities. In the decree, I? 22 (cf. ATL 2, no. D 11) (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7), many of the 
irregularities in the stoichedon are apparently duc to a last minute decision to insert H = [h]; in 
three cases (Руси іп line 31, лооеоец- in ib. 40, Еофоой(с on the new fr., cf. ATL 2, по.” 11.58) 
more than one stoichos has been assigned to Е (= [e]) (L.), perhaps indicating that EI was 
originally planned; these changes were made before actual carving, as no erasures are involved 
(cf. Bradeen- McGregor pp.30—33; pp.173, 494 infra). Similar is the correction in line 4 of 
another decree, 1? 87 (424/3), probably to allow the insertion of X in youv@éx[ac; again no 
erasures are involved (cf. Hesperia 14 [1945] p.99). In a large fr. of a sacred law soon to be 
published in Hesperia by K. Clinton (367—348), lines 17-18 of Face А are not stoichedon (cf. 
lines 17—18 of Hesperia 26 [1957] p.52, no.9 and plate 7). In fourth-century decrees crowding 
and other irregularities in stoichedon are somewhat more frequent than has generally been 
thought, cf. Osborne (Lit. infra) pp.264—270 for lists of examples. Crowding of letters is 
frequent in later fourth-century mining inventories, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.254, no. 18, cf. 
p. 257; p. 263, no. 20 (line 56). 


The number of texts carved stoichedon greatly diminishes in the course of the third 
century, and the style almost disappears ca. 250—215 B.C. Moreover, irregularities, 
especially the leaving of blank spaces or crowding in order to obtain syllabification, 
become increasingly common in this same century. At about 250 B.C., stoichedon 
decrees are still not observing syllabification, e.g. Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.43, 
no.9 (256/5); Hesperia 11 (1942) p.287, no.56 (= 1I? 791), with an irregularity in 
line 19 (247/6); П2781 (250/49); 12808 (239—229). Interesting non-stoichedon 
texts of this period are Hesperia 45 (1976) pp. 296ff., a decree of 204/3 which clearly 
aims at syllabification in every line by the use of a blank space or spaces at the ends 
of lines (alleged cases of infringement of syllabification in Hesperia 43 [1974] 
pp. 246 ff. аге all wrong); similar is the non-stoich. decree, II? 766 (246/5). The decree, 
Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.66, по.23 (= 112 790) (235/4), has many irregularities іп 
the stoichedon (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1) and yet is definitely not syllabified. But the 
decree of orgeones, II? 1289 (ca. 250), is both stoichedon and syllabified, a combi- 
nation frequent in the last Attic examples of stoichedon: 


Third century: 

Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.70, no.27 (231-2292); ib. p.73, по.29 (228/7), syllabified; 
II? 837 (227/6), probably syllabified; II? 838 (226/5); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.227, no.26 (227/6, 
cf. SEG 21.532; 21.399), a decree of thiasotai (?) in very crude stoichedon; II? 857 (ante 224/3), 
very irregular stoichedon; II? 843 (ca. 229/8?), syllabified; II? 1303 (ca. 218/7), decree of troops 
at Eleusis; I? 792 (fin. s. Ша.), definitely not syllabified; II? 858 (fin. s. Ша.); II? 973 (204/3), 
probably syllabified, but the fragment is too small to allow certainty. 


Second century: 


II? 894 (188/7); Hesperia, suppl. 1, p. 142, no. 79 (164/3), syllabified; 
II? 1001 (ca. 150? date dubious). 


Most of these texts observe syllabification; a few are too fragmentary to be sure. The 
text II? 554 (= IG II no.413), previously dated 200—180, is now located at the end 
of the fourth century (307—304? cf. SEG 24.111). There is one Attic example of the 


64 Scripts, lay-out of texts, punctuation, etc. 


archaistic revival of the style in the Roman Period, cf. II? 1071 (init. aet. Rom.); the 
revival is also attested elsewhere. 

Lit.: К.Р. Austin, Tbe Stoichedon Style in Greek Inscriptions (Oxford, 1938) is the basic work; 
for irregularities Austin must be supplemented by М. ]. Osborne, “Тһе Stoichedon Style in 
Theory and Practice", ZPE 10 (1973) рр.249-270; for the style in the third century B.C., cf. 
S. Dow, AJA 66 (1962) pp. 359ff. Cf. also W.K. Pritchett, Ancient Athenian Calendars on Stone 
(= University of California Publications in Classical Archaeology 4.3 [1963]) pp. 382 ff.; Larfeld, 
Handbuch (1914) pp. 137—140; DAA pp. 438—439; Guarducci, EG 1, pp. 413—414; R. Harder, 
Jahrbuch 58 (1943) рр. 93—102; Wilhelm, Beiträge pp. 17ff., p.56. 


3.023 Syllabic division 


In order to formulate the rules of syllabic division a sufficient body of texts in 
which there is clear intention of ending the lines with ends of syllables (or words) is 
necessary. Such evidence only becomes available in the course of the third century 
B.C., when the fondness for strict stoichedon, which normally excluded the possibility 
of ending lines with ends of syllables, is waning (a few of the latest stoichedon decrees 
are syllabified, cf. 3.022, p.63 supra). On the basis of the syllabified texts of the 
Hellenistic Period (chiefly decrees) and later, a set of rules of standard practice in the 
division of syllables can be drawn up. There are, however, occasional exceptions to 
all of them. In evaluating the exceptions, it must of course first be ascertained whether 
a text is syllabified; there are texts which do not syllabify, even after the abandonment 
of stoichedon, but practice in them can scarcely be regarded as infraction of the rules. 

In general the practices of syllabified texts do not differ much from the rules laid down by 
Herodian 2.1 (= Gramm. gr. 3.2) pp. 393 ff. 


1) Division normally takes place before a single consonant (also E, sy) 


лочітам|єску) 112 958.12—13 (154/3); Ёбо|Еву П2 950.3—4 (165/4), vevóue|vov ib. 22-23; 
eoe" |[Be(]a Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.186, no. 116, lines 14-15 (ca. 20); &v|oav II? 1028. 
23-24 (101/100 cf. SEG 24.188) all decrees; dvayoó|vac Il? 1315.25 —26 (211/0) decree 
(orgeones); etc. 

Exceptions: e.g. [dxoox]|óAe II2 847.54—55 (са. 215/4) decree; yev|óuevov Hesperia, suppl. 1 
(1937) p.148, no.84, line 64 (155/4) decree; q[(A]lov 12 3683.11-12 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; 
exeax[qy] (обутіос II? 3680.3—4 (init. s. Шр.) ded., (o]|óvwv ib. 11-12; фо(уео1| бу II? 1078. 
36-37 (ca. 220p.) decree; ҒЕ ат] IP 1035.24 (10/9—3/2, cf. p.124 infra, no.59) decree; 
ӛебохбт|оуу II? 1104.10—11 (aet. Severianorum, cf. SEG 24.150) imp. edict. 


a) This practice also applies to prepositions compounded with verbs, nouns, etc., 
when such prepositions normally elide: 


ava: IP. 839.69-70 (221/0) decree; 1121338.28—29 (78/7) decree (synodos of technitai); 
II? 3005.4 —5 (s. Ip.) ded.; П2 4527.3 —4 (s. H/I p.) ded. (priv.); etc. 

длб: 12 847.27-28 (215/4), 112 888.6-7 (194/3?), 12 1008.39—40 (118/7) decrees; IP? 1368. 
97 —98 (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations; etc. 

елі: Il? 787.b6—7 (236/5), 112847.6—7 (215/4), ІР952.3-4 (161/0), 112977.4—5 (131/0), 
II? 1078.27—28 (ca. 220p.) decrees; ІІ? 1315.23—24 (са. 211/0) decree (orgeones); II? 2130. 
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91-92 (192/3р.) eph. cat.; IP 1343.24—25 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai); II 1235.5-6 (са. 
248/7) decree (genos). 

хата: xa]|&fxov П2890.12-13 (188/7) decree; ха|@алео IM? 1028.86--87 (са. 101/100 cf. 
SEG 24.188) decree; xa|&fjxovo II? 1039.25-26 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110) decree; ха|Әкбойоало 
II? 1338.27—28 (78/7) decree (synodos of technitai). 

peta: IP 13216.c6 —7 (ca. s. Пр.) sep. mon. 

лада: II? 1315.10—11 (211/0) decree (orgeones); II? 844.37—38 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] 
p. 239) decree; II? 1104.2 —3 (aet. Severianorum cf. SEG 24.150) imp. edict. 

Exceptions: [xax]|ÉxAevoev 122291а.45-46 (190-200р.) oration of ephebes; perhaps 
éq|[APwv 02 2262 (date ?) eph. cat. (very small fr.); | л) үрофрйү 02 1042.28—29 (ca. 41/0) 
decree, ёл1| ib. 29-30, xax|ó II? 1322.4— 5 (fin. s. Ша.Лпи. s. Па.) decree (amphieraistai). 
év|[soxoáqn] in II? 1334.10-11 (fin. s. IIa.) decree (orgeones), is not an exception since the 
text is not syllabified. 


These same prepositions divide before the consonant when elided before a following 
noun: 


611$" éxárega II? 1033.12—13 (94/3, cf. SEG 18.29); ха]|тётос̧ ІР 1074.12-13 (са. 120р.); 
ха (оу 121077.28-29 (209/10p.) decrees; бл" афтфу II? 13137.5-6 (ca. 150p.) sep. 
mon. 


b) The prepositions £v and обу before vowels sometimes divide before the -v and 
sometimes after: 


év| "EAevotvi II? 1006.80—81 (122/1); &v]|[&y]ooó« II? 1028.56—57 (101/100 cf. SEG 24.188) 
decrees. 

ovv|tévtes II? 1326.13—14 (176/5) decree (dionysiastai); ovv|éqnfov II? 3733.14-15 (126/7 p.) 
ded.; ovv|agSavras II? 2068.4—5 (155/6р.) eph. cat.; avv|[s5 oXov? I? 2291b.9— 10 (fin. s. Пр.) 
oration of ephebes; etc. 

But: £]|v Go[ter Il? 1008.35—36 (118/7) decree; й “|у оїс ІР 1121.29—30 (305/6р.) imp. edict. 


c) When followed by vowels, whether in composition or elsewhere, the prepositions 
Олёо and elc divide after the final consonant, лобс̧, ЕЕ before it: 
флёо|[фу] 02 979.15 —16 (ca. 150) decree (some irregularities); elc | бифбтера I? 1315.9—10 
(са. 211/0) decree (orgeones); т%с els | {els} Eavtovs ib. 22-23; віс | 6Xov II? 1100.61—62 (са. 
124p.) imp. edict; eig | £o8rjva П2 1304.34—35 (post 211/0) decree (troops); sic | Ғамхофс 
II? 958.19 —20 (154/3) decree. 
Exceptions: el]|¢ баютобс II? 1049.16—17 (57/6 cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 170, по. 101), 
та [ei] |oumrfeua 02 1039.31-32 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110) decrees. 
лоб|оодос̧: II? 1322.19--20 (fin. з. Ша./іпіс. s. Па.) decree (amphieraistai); II? 950.6—7 (165/4), 
II? 1043.16— 17 (38/7) decrees; etc. 
Exceptions: nods | [á]xavca II 1006.33 —34 (122/1) decree. 
&][Eexa- II? 1100.68—69 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict; ów]|Efryayev Па 834.2-3 (paulo post 229/8) 
decree. 


For лодс, elc before consonants, ёх, cf. 5, 6c infra. 
d) Before a following vowel, the final consonants of оби, Еуд48” are carried to the 


second line, as is sometimes that of (бл)ос, but not the final -v of бу nor a final -ç ог 
-v of the definite article or pronouns: 
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о0|х + vowel: II? 834.3—4 (paulo post 229/8), П2 949.10—11 (165/4), II? 1028.81—82. (101/ 
100 cf. SEG 24.188) decrees; IP 2191.128-129 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat. 

бува | 8° Ёдалрау II? 11551.8 —9 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon. 

(6x)ws| + vowel: бло | бу I2 1235.9—10 (са. 248/7) decree (genos); ws | бу Il? 839.33—34 
(221/0) decree; хө(006| | fj II? 1328.42 —43 (175/4) decree (orgeones); etc. 

бло |с бу: IP. 659.8—9 (283/2) decree; Hesperia 10 (1941) pp. 363 ff., lines 11—12 (— II? 1088. 
45 —46) (132—138 p.) decree (Panhellenes). 

ёу| + vowel: 112 839.40—41 (221/0), Il? 847.33—34 (215/4), II? 1028.93—94 (101/100 cf. 
SEG 24.188) decrees. 

Article and pronouns: бу| П2 839.75--76 (221/0) decree; ёхаотоу| II? 896.39—40 (186/5) 
decree; боол | 6 II? 832.12-13 (229/8) decree; бум| II? 847.35 -36 (215/4) decree; аїс| II? 3697. 
6-7 (ante 250p.) ded.; viv | V I? 949.12—13 (165/4) decree; тўс | V I? 659.2-3 (283/2), 
II? 908.13—14 (181—170) decrees; etc. 


Movable ny is not carried over: 


Вохё [оттогу | блбоос II? 1227.5-6 (131/0) decree (cleruchs); xauoiv | бум II? 1102.11—12 
(131/2 p.) imp. letter? 


2) Geminated consonants are normally divided (including үү, xx): 


ашд|Хоу П2 1028.20-21 (101/100 cf. SEG 24.188) decree, хаХмердоас ib. 74-75; @GA|X0u 
II? 1039.10—11 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110) decree; éxay|yéXXexac II? 1329.17-18 (175/4) decree 
(orgeones); ТоВах|ҳо- II? 1368.53—54, 146—147 (ca. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations; l'Ax]|v- 
xóv Il? 1073.2-3 (ca. 120p., cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.193, по.121; AJP 70 [1949] 
pp.299ff.) decree; ФАблал|лоу IP 3112.4-5 (75/6-87/8р.) ded. *Ат|[тё\оъ] IE? 1043. 
68—69 (38/7) decree; etc. 

Only a very few exceptions can be found: 'Eoév|vvog Aé&uxx|[o]c II? 2931 (250—265 p.) ded. 
carved on the walls of a cave. 

Correct II? 3742 (= ІС Ш no. 742): Вах| ходом. 


3) A combination of a stop and а liquid or а nasal (BA, Во, үр, үу, YA, yo, бу, бо, 
BA, Фа, Ov, бо, xÀ, хи, xv, хо, TA, ло, TO, PA, фо, XA, ХИ, XV, xo) is almost never di- 
vided; normally both consonants go on the second line: 


e.g. ӧоојҳибу 12 839.46-47 (221/0) decree; "Aqi|óvaiog II? 1343.7—8 (ca. 37/6) decree 
(soteriastai), Өб|үра ib. 38-39; 'Aqi|óvatov 12 3151.7 8 (ca. 50) ded.; 6 лдом II? 1042.c8—9 
(ca. 41/0) decree; "A|8uovéov IP 5337.1—2 (non ante 150p.) sep. mon.; йло|убафіціємос 
П2 1100.42-43 (ca. 124p.) imperial edict; Ффбоёрохос HM? 1046.13—14 (52/1) decree; 
6ó|vuaxa II? 1368.16 —17 (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, ué|xotc ib. 101—102, 4| Ок одёоїас 
ib. 131-132; AfWum|to 1721367.6—7 (fin s. Ір.?) sacred calendar, ‘Hoalxdet ib. 26-27; 
хад доохсарёуоо II? 1365.12— 13 (s. Ip.), xoAv|xoavuocóvy II? 1366.14 —15 (s. Ip.) regulations 
for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia; би| л) 6утос П2 1121.38—39 
(305/6 p.) imp. edict; etc. 

Exceptions are very rare: то[їс tetay]|[u]évors ІР 1292.24 (215/4, cf. Vidman p. 4, no.2) decree 
(sarapiastai). 


4) The cluster цу is not divided and division precedes it: 


e.g. ІІ? 1039.29—30 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110), 12 909.19—20 (са. 170) decrees; П2 3637.2-3 
(post 150p.) ded.; 112 4533.7—8, 27-28 (s. Шр.) hymns (in various metres); II? 1077.12—13 
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(209/10p.) decree; П23982.6-7 (post 150р.), Н23687.25-26 (init. s. Шр.) dedications; 
I? 1302.9—10 (220/1) decree (troops); ІІ? 2023.55 —56 (ca. 112p.) eph. сас; 12 2361.34 
(init. s. Шр.) cat.; etc. 


Other combinations of liquid or nasal + stop are normally divided: 


Mau|nébog 12958.5—6 (154/3) decree; Өфоау|тес П2 1028.5-6 (101/100 cf. SEG 24.188) 
decree, (лєубао|хобутес ib. 37-38; 'Eo]|uoyévnv IP 1328.8—9 (183/2) decree (orgeones); 
доїуейхям ПЕ 1329.7-8 (175/4) decree (orgeones); туу|дімомта I? 1343.42-43 (ca. 37/6) 
decree (soteriastai); Вород|ладізу I? 1235.3—4 (са. 248/7) decree (genos); бо|Еото II? 1368. 
115-116 (ca. 162/3р.) lobacchi regulations; сор| 863160. Па 1227.24—25 (131/0) decree 
(Salaminian cleruchs); &éy|Eavuw. II? 1100.53— 54 (ca. 124 p.) imp. edict, ovv|Stxoug ib. 55—56, 
Aap|Pavérw ib. 39-40: [bo5exóyu]| фадоу II? 1367.2—3 (fin. s. Ip.?) sacred calendar, бобом|фа- 
Хом ib. 19—20; etc. 


Similarly, division does not normally occur before final -v of the definite article 
when followed by a stop: 
тФу|домлбу ШЕ 908.6—7 (181—170), (тім удаццатеа II? 847.51-52 (215/4), тім | Пеховма 
II? 844.53—54 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p. 239) decrees; etc. 


Exceptions: IloAé|uaox|oc Il? 2914.1—3 (119/20p.) ded.; where, however, considerations of 
spacing must have caused the exception, as the name had to be enclosed within a crown. 


5) The clusters Вб, уд, х9, лт, pb, хт аге not divided: 
"Боє||удеїбос) ІІ? 1004.6-7, 14-15 (122/1), ӧ]|үёбе. П2888.2-3 (194/32), &|Вӧӧрс̧ II? 
1012.2-3 (112/1), &|xvet II2 949.2—3 (165/4) decrees; лооем( || хтоц II? 1326.31-32 (176/5) 
decree (dionysiastai); 4лғ|убіс II? 1121.23—24 (305/6p.) imp. edict; (Елилетоб||тбал II? 1073. 
4-5 (ca. 120p., cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 193, no. 121; AJP 70 [1949] pp. 299 ff.) decree; 
Ae|xvoU 12 1368.98-99 (са. 162/3p.) lobacchi regulations; evvá]|xwng ІР 1309.b4—5 (fin. 
s. Ша.) decree (troops); etc. 

'Exvx|xàg іп II? 2030.26—27 (118/9р.) eph. cat., is not a true exception because that short 
text contains a number of infractions of the rules. 


The final -x of the preposition ёх is more often carried to the next line than not (cf. 
43.021 on éxxtod): і 
£|xv: II? 844.8—9 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239), II? 839.17—18 (221/0) decrees; II? 1091. 
6-7 (138—161 p.) decree (Panhellenes); etc. 
Exceptions: ёх| Фү П21227.9-10 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); éx|Óvag vuxtds 
II? 12701.9— 10 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. 


6) Clusters of o + consonant. 


a) Clusters of о + stop are sometimes divided and sometimes һауе devision before 
them. 


Separation of 0 + stop: 
KaXMo|uov IP 839.67—68 (221/0) decree; х@\Ммо|тоу IP 1028.17—18 (101/100 cf. SEG 
24.188) decree, бібасіхадам ib.31—32; dvew|[qópovc] 12 1043.64-65 (38/7) decree; 


68 Scripts, lay-out of texts, punctuation, etc. 


avvreAei[o]|[9]o« II? 847.23—24 (215/4) decree; u£yvo|vog ІІ? 1102.5—6 (131/2 p.) imp. letter?; 
etc. 


Division before о + stop: 


ладе|дхебасєу II?1328.27—28 (175/4) decree (orgeones); [сдох II? 1330.52—53 (post 
173) decree (synodos of technitai); ém|oxevacdévtwv II? 1322.8—9 (fin. s. IlIa./init. s. Па.) 
decree (amphieraistai); &vvBéXAe|[o]0o« I? 659.18-19 (283/2) decree; лМе(|оттүу IP? 1008. 
55—56 (118/7) decree; dxoygagé|obw II? 1100.20—21 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict, отсоё одо ib. 
43-44, сло ib. 62-63; etc. 

Note both treatments іп II? 1368 (са. 162/3p.) Іобассбі regulations: dxoygagé|obwoav 
39-40, хабео|дас 55-56, ёл хойд 59—60, eloyéo|8w 104-105, хабхо| одю 137-138. 


b) The cluster op is generally divided, but examples of division before it and even 
after it are attested: 


o|p: II? 1311.6-7 (fin. s. Ша.) decree (troops); II? 1037.7—8 (init. s. Ia.), II2 978.4—5 (189/8), 
II? 1008.54—55 (118/7), II? 1009.60—61 (116/5), II? 1039.3—4 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110) decrees; 
Il? 1346.16—17 (init. s. Ip.) decree (hierateuousai); II? 1368.65-66, 94-95, 137—138 (са. 
162/3p.) lobacchi regulations. 

lou: Hesperia 45 (1976) p.283, no.1, lines 5—6, 9—10 (ca. 220) decree; Hesperia 45 (1976) 
pp. 296ff., lines 62—63 (204/3) decree; I? 1329.28-29 (175/4) decree (orgeones); II? 1252. 
14-15 (post 350) decree (orgeones). 

орі: xdoploy II? 1102.12— 13 (131/2 p.) imp. doc. 


с) The prepositions гіс and лобс and the definite article ending in -ç do not permit 
division before the final sigma: 


tlg + consonant: 112 847.17—18 (215/4) decree; 11? 1304.7—8 (post 211/0) decree (troops); 
II? 1327.28—29 (178/7) decree (orgeones); II? 1009.12—13 (116/5) decree; etc. 

лодс + consonant: хос | тобс II? 908.17-18 (181—170) decree; лодс | thv II? 1012.12—13 
(112/1) decree; ngoo | pegópevov Il? 1039.33-34 (79/8 cf. SEG 22.110) decree; лофс | 
|хвутас| ПІ? 1043.32-33 (38/7) decree; лооо|[т@Е оа] IP 1078.9-10, 19-20 (са. 220р.), 
(лооо)|у4 Бол, 02 1079.1-2 (ca. 220p.) decrees; лодс | thv П2 4063.7—8 (ante ca. 135 p.) ded.; 
etc. 

тўс, тобс, tag + consonant: тўс | 8 IP 1235.22—23 (са. 248/7) decree (genos); тїїс | стійло 
II? 908.20—21 (181—170) decree; xovg | беобс 112 896.16—17 (186/5) decree; тос | vevixn- 
ҡбтас II? 1227.10—11 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); тїс | биабоуйс II? 1099.19—20 
(ca. 124 p.) imp. edict; etc. 


7) Clusters of three or more consonants divide after the first consonant: 


юлда 112847.38—39 (са. 215/4), IP 844.61-62 (181/0 cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239) 
decrees, II? 1227.23—24 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); Аар|лтоёа II? 1322.22—23 (fin. 
s. Ша./іпіс. s. IIa.) decree (amphieraistai); II? 3766.3—4 (238/9—243/4 p.) ded., II? 2191.137— 
138 (ca. 200p.), 12 2239.2—3, 3-4 (238/9—243/4p.) eph. catalogs; оәу|лобебоов II? 1046. 
6-7 (52/1) decree; |ЧуЇ|бобу I? 1049.11-12 (57/6 cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.170, 
no. 101) decree; &уёү|хдлүтос II? 1302.5 —6 (220/19) decree (troops); etc. 

Exceptions: 90| үхдлүсос П2 911.5-6 (са. 169/8) decree fr.; ov|vxoóqo 12 12881.2--3 (s. П/ 
Шр.) sep. mon.; é|xxAnotav II2 980.7—8 (са. 150) decree. 
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When the first of the three consonants is sigma, failure to divide the cluster is more 
frequent: 


буєс|тобфтсау Il? 1028.25-26 (101/100 cf. SEG 24.188) decree; ovo|[toeupaxóo]xnv 
П2 3749.8-9 (169/70p.) ded.; "Ao|xksyué ПЕ 4533.6—7 (s. Шр.) hymns (in various metres); 
Хоцова|тоблоо II? 8984.6 —7 (s. Ia.) sep. шоп. etc. 

But: KoDAu|oxoótov П2850.12—13 (init. s. Па.) decree; яг|отооф(0ХаЕ) IP 2221.73-74 
(217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; Nevxolovoám ІР 2361.12-13 (init. s. Шр.) cat.; éxe|ovoeqó- 
шу ІР 13194.3-4 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text; ФіЛојотобтоо II? 9922.1—2 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
mon.; etc. 

The examples cited in the preceding pages have been taken from texts dating ca. 300 B. C.— ca. 
300 A.D. in which the laws of syllabification are generally observed. During this period there 
are also texts which avoid the rules altogether, or contain numerous infractions of them. Texts 
of this type may even include state decrees, cf. 12 772 (268/7), 12 914 (paulo ante 178/7), 
II? 1013 (if the copy may be trusted) (fin. s. Па.), II? 1029 (96/5), etc. СЕ. also II? 1247 (са. 250) 
decree (mesogeioi); II? 1271 (299/8?) decree (thiasotai); II? 1324 (ca. 200?) decree (orgeones); 
etc. 


Lit.: The comprehensive study of Lademann pp.1—8 is definitive. Cf. also Wilhelm, Beiträge 
pp. 16 6.; S. Dow, AJA 66 (1962) pp. 364 ff.; Н. Stuart Jones, CR 15 (1901) pp. 396 ff. 


3.0231 Practices in the Archaic Period 


There are also numerous texts of the Archaic Period and the fifth century which, 
whether stoichedon or not, strive to end each line with the end of a word or with the 
end of a syllable. Cases of syllabic division in these rarely follow with exactitude the 
rules in 3.023. 

The private dedications and grave monuments of the Archaic Period prefer to end 
the line with the end of a word; texts with cases of observance of the rules of syllabic 
division are less common: 

Texts of the sixth and early fifth centuries with lines ending with word-end: 


Dedications: 1? 393, P 488, I? 507, 12 536, 12543, P 574, 12650, I? 661, etc., non-stoich.; 
ІЗ 493, DAA p.59, по.58 (= 12 497 + 12645), I 505, I? 506, ІР 516b, 12 523, ІЗ 547, 12 572, 
Р 589, I? 606, I? 625, 12 525, ІЗ 527, 12 528, В 531, I? 534, 12 587, 12 618, 12 658, 12 643, 1? 766, 
all stoich.; 1 499, 12 532, 12 623,12 580, all partially stoich.; 

Sep. monuments: І? 980, I? 981, I? 987, I? 1001, I? 1002, I? 1009, I? 1012, I? 1016, P 1024, 
Р 1027, IGAA p.143, по.57 (= SEG 10.461), IGAA p.130, no.26, IGAA p.120, по.8 (= 
1 972), non-stoich.; ІЗ 1014, virtually stoich. (cf. p.57 supra). 


The following texts show cases of syllabic division: 


Dedications: Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 150, no.2 (= DAA p.46, no. 44) (500—480?) svyoá|uevoc, 
xega|pedc; elsewhere word-end; 
Ї 583 (= DAA p.75, no.71) (ca. 5002) &vé|[8]&xev; 
I? 737.295 (= DAA p. 278, no. 242) (fin. 5. Ма.) [&xao]|x£v ті; 
I? 662 (= DAA p.367, no. 332) (525—500?) Ёо на; 
Р 509 (= DAA p.38, по. 37) (init. s. V а.) hóv|[xogto]voc, stoich.; 
Р 571 (= DAA p.47, no. 46) (460—450?) Keg[a]|A£oc, stoicb.; 
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P 526 + P 552 (= DAA p. 101, no. 94) (500—480?) &ve8 |теу, partially stoich.; 
р 565 + 12 646 (= DAA p. 122, no. 118) (post 480) 1|бо (end of a name in gen.?), stoich.; 
P530 (= DAA p.126, no.121) (ca. 475?) буёӨє|хе, ф()юуаеуісс, elsewhere word-end, 
partially stoich.; 
E 826 (= LSAG p. 370, no. 29) (475—450?) -axvoó|vo, é|[Eexotno', elsewhere word-end; 
Sep. monuments: I? 984 (paulo post 550) é|v[ogéas], elsewhere word-end; 
12985 (= IGAA p. 121, no. 13) (са. 525—500?) хоё үе, Ё|Ө[єхє; 
Р 986 (= IGAA р. 120, no.9) (са. 530?) К24|фоХос (cf. note in IG P: an original КИЕВ was 
changed to KVE and B placed on the next line, probably to achieve syllabification), алофбі- 
ше| мок, elsewhere word-end; 
В 1022 (= IGAA p. 144, no. 58) (ca. 540—530?) Даџа|[о]:отобто, elsewhere word-end; 
Р 1025 (= IGAA p. 141, no. 53) (525—500?) o€|pa, &|n£8exev; 
IGAA p. 134, no. 36 (= SEG 10.463) (ca. 500) Койтоу, "Aqx|[Bvaiog]; 
Р 920 (= GVI 1, p.660, по.2042) (ca. 500) ха|тб, ёов(01| Өс, бо|хочбеуто, elsewhere word- 
end. 


The most interesting of these examples are I? 1014, I? 530, I? 580, perhaps I? 499, 
in which the stoichedon arrangement has been slightly altered in order to achieve 
word-end or syllabification. The use of syllabification and word-end at the ends of 
lines was an aid to the eye upon the abandonment of boustrophedon writing, which 
does not usually observe syllabification or word-end (I? 974 is an exception). 

Other such texts of this period which make no effort to end their lines with the end 
of a word or to syllabify are also fairly numerous and by no means all stoichedon; the 
most usual infringement is the retention of a consonant on the first line, e.g. dvéd|exev 
instead of ávé|8exev. Really confusing divisions such as separation of diphthongs, etc. 
are much less frequent. 


Dedications, non-stoichedon: 
Р 502 (ca. 5002, cf. DAA р. 95, no. 88) ел|оіеоеу, also Пчое|ти4бес; 
(2) 12 573 (ca. 5002) [exo] |Gpevos ? (cf. DAA р. 165, no. 148); 
(?) DAA p. 70, no. 67 (= I? 692) (ca. 500?) ёл| хкб|о0: 
Р 700 (= DAA p.318, по.296) (са. 480—470?) | | дуёбег, ”Афроб (те, блајоҳёу, то, 
£y oos, etc., but also хат £x[évo; 
В 500 (= DAA p. 196, no. 171) (init. s. V а.) лојїс; 


stoichedon: 
В 553 (= DAA p.320, no.297)(475— 450?) Аою(то|ц| хє, Хоойх|Хємь, but FAav[xivo; 
(?) DAA p. 137, no. 128 (— I? 482) (ante 450) “АӨеуаба | áxa[oxév; 
P 485 (= DAA p.232, по.197) (са. 530? аш ca. 525—510, cf. LSAG p.75 and note 1) [xega- 
ue] |óc, М|о; 
12 568 (= DAA p.304, no. 286) (ca. 490-480?) [(&v)£0]|exev; 
Р 602 (= DAA p.307, no. 289) (ca. 480—470?) avédex|[e; 
12 631 (= DAA p.316,no.295) (ca. 500) Otv[6pro]|¢ : x&ovxc : u[veu]|oovvec,|-Bexev, word-end al.; 
Р 701 (= DAA р. 174, no. 157) (ca. 480?) [axa] lexév; 
P? 706 (= DAA p.261, no. 229) (ca. 480?) xovtou£ó|[ov, but dxagyev | [Ч&0]\охос. 
If I? 400Ia broke the rule for syllabification (cf. DAA p.147), it belongs in any case with 
public texts in strict stoichedon (cf. p.62 supra); spatial considerations forced the division 
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“Адтуа ол іп 12 578 (cf. РАА p.29, no.25). All of the following examples in which infringe- 
ment of the rules of syllabification has been alleged are quite dubious: 12 524, I? 576, 12 675, 
I? 681, Г 703, Г 705. 

Sep. monuments: non-stoichedon: 12971 (= IGAA p.132, no.33) (550—540, cf. AM 78 
[1963] p. 119) |у : poa v, but отёб]хон!; 

IGAA р. 136, no. 42 (= SEG 3.56) (ca. 540) TO$[EMATON, elsewhere word-end; 

IGAA p.139, по.48 (= SEG 10.452а) (ca. 540?) otéAelv : & ёл” офто, Ф|аїбціос, but 
xà|beAoéc, ёлоЦ | воску; 

ІСАА р.127, по.19 (- GVI 1, p.25, по. 72; Y? 983, corrected) (са. 525?) оёр|а, note 4үа0ді | 
{t}, but Ne|Aovido, хој еу; 

12977 (= IGAA p.121, no. 11) (ca. 5252) xax£0|[exev; 

В 1021 (= IGAA p. 143, no. 56) (са. 550—540?) huxo[orcji(ax]oXépa; 

Р 1026а (= IGAA p.140, no.50) (са. 550) évyv|c Бобб, ФИо(б| ро), x&v]8eu|[tovoc, but 
ва |уӛтою), лбтрос | (хбуєм| Һе]; 

В 1003 (ante 450?) Avovotedtlo, "Axaove|óc; 

12 1018 (post 450?) x|&vta, Avoov|(ac, xeiv|at, but Пбоцос, 2у04|бе; 

В 978 (= IGAA p. 130, no. 24) (са. 525—500) лб, but -Өє| хє, 

12 982 (= IGAA p.147, no.67) (са. 500?) Мем|єсаїуно; 

stoichedon: IGAA p.141, no.51 (= SEG 10.458; improved text of Р 10265) (са. 500?) 
hog|[aiog, но|Гоау, Xo|[evoxdEc; 

IGAA p.122, по.14 (= GVI1, p.46, no. 161; SEG 21.199) (ca. 510-500) вен ос, but 
G]je|ovA бо (only partially stoichedon). 


The most common irregularity here is the division after a single consonant rather 
than before it (e.g. &véOex|ev instead of ávéOe|xev). This same phenomenon occurs 
occasionally in the very few public texts of the fifth century which are syllabified, 
12295.22, 12 359.4, 12371.7 (cf. the next section), and is characteristic of the less 
strictly syllabified texts among the fourth-century naval catalogs (cf. 3.0232); this 
suggests that divisions like ехе are not alone enough to prove that a private text 
of the period 550—450 is not syllabified (cf. Austin, p. 48). And yet the fact that there 
are far more texts which end the line with the end of a word shows that this was 
certainly preferred to syllabification in this period. 


3.0232 Fifth and fourth centuries 


The private texts of the period 450—300 are also generally syllabified (usually 
ending the line with a word-end), but these short texts do not offer enough examples 
to illustrate treatment of clusters, etc., adequately, and most public texts of the period 
are in strict stoichedon style, with the attendant disregard for syllabification. The few 
exceptions do not offer much: I? 295.14— 15 has ¢|[yoappateve, divides vt ib. 16-17 
and ox ib. 18-19; 12359.11-12 divides ov; 12371.19-20 has бо|єкошібомто; 
IF 1 has only two infractions in 75 lines (neotégo|ig 7-8, лойоа|ІЦ 69-70), offers 
two treatments of ox, xagaox|[ejváteoða ib. 22-23, xapa|[oxeváca ib. 34—35, 
one example of the division after eic, ёо лообутюу ib. 30-31, and has most of its 
lines end with a word-end; 12 351 has no irregularities and divides &[v]|[bexóx]nt 
ib. 5—6, [ei]c | [tóv] ib. 13-14, according to the rules. 
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The fourth-century naval catalogs provide the large body of text necessary to show 
whether the rules in practice in the third century and later are being followed at this 
time. The abandonment of stoichedon in favor of syllabification in these texts has 
been mentioned earlier (cf. p.62 supra). Ап examination of their syllabic division 
shows that they do not all follow the practices normal later with the same exactitude. 

Not syllabified at all are II? 1631 and II? 1632—two of the longest and latest ones 
(both 323/2); a glance at either shows so many wrong divisions that it is clear that 
no effort is being made to end the lines with syllables. Similarly column C (lines 143— 
260) of 12 1612 (356/5) contains so many infractions of the normal rules that it is 
more reasonable to treat this section as unsyllabified rather than list each irregularity 
as an "exception" to the rules. These texts fall into a group of large late fourth- 
century inventories, which, although they are non-stoichedon, are nevertheless non- 
syllabified; cf. II? 1673, П21678а, most of 112 1534 (s. Ша.); the non-stoichedon 
naval catalog H? 1610 is also not syllabified, and the mere failure to use stoichedon 
does not mean syllabification. Since these inscriptions are clearly making no attempt 
to syllabify, it is misguided to find in them and list exceptions to the general rules as 
Lademann does (pp.1—8, occasionally with a note such as “іп quo titulo nihil dili- 
genter dividitur"); most of his "exceptions" come in fact from the unsyllabified 
II? 1631, II? 1632, II? 1673, and the extensive II? 1672 (stoichedon!). 

The extensive II? 1611 (357/6) normally begins each line with a new word, but 
has several examples of division before a single consonant and two divisions, i.e. 
dv|[&.]xvoy£vov ib. 4—5, [£x] | vexXevxóag ib. 282—283, contrary to the rules usual 
later; the same is true of II? 1613, II? 1614 (353/2 cf. SEG 24.160), with хоеша|отфу 
(II? 1613.293—294), varying treatment of ox, vovioaox|[o]. II? 1613.182—183; о|х 
II? 1613.207—208, 286—287, xagag|[ovpjata II? 1613.221—222, and the infraction 
[oxe]|[và]v II? 1613.224—225. II? 1615—II? 1619 also offer no examples, as each 
line begins with a new word. 


This leaves six extensive texts: 


I? 1620 and IP 1621 (348/7? cf. SEG 24.160). Probably syllabified but not near the third- 
century practice. Two flagrant “wrong” divisions: "EXe|vav-- II? 1620.52—53, made т|[фь ib. 
61-62, as many cases of division after as before a single consonant, cf. II? 1620.37 —38, 38-39, 
45-46, 50-51, 60-61, 65-66; II? 1621.111—112; the irregular (бох оуцос) in ІР 1621. 
84-85, but two examples of the normal division of ух, II? 1620.44—45, 48-49, опе of ёх | 
Keo[aujéov ib. 47-48. 

II? 1622 (ca. 342/1). Almost follows third-century practice. Division after instead of before 
single consonants is very rare, cf. ib. 288—289, 476—477, 726-727, cf. also ónó|BAnpa ib. 
159—160, 335—336, óxófAlnpa only once ib. 323-324; Ал, ох always divided as later, cf. ib. 
409—410, 500—501, 515—516, 538—539, but treatment of vt and ot varies: бохоу|тос ib. 
534-535, буй 18 с ib. 608—609, ЕОхооЦотоо ib.574—575, лаоа|ототоу ір. 284-285, 
zagao|v&xag ib. 319—320. 

II? 1623 (333/2). Similar to II? 1622. Division after single consonant only three times: Avx|ove- 
vog ib. 281—282, tio|ayOsíc ib. 68-69, лооо|офриїХ ib. 106-107; one serious irregularity, 
Exo|vaw ib. 311—312. Clusters of stop + liquid are never divided, but as in ІІ? 1622 division 
may be before or after the cluster: Navou|xAjjs ib. 329-330, Zevoxdlijs ib. 298—299, £EEnA|gv- 
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сау ib. 276—277, éE£|nXevoav ib. 238—239, би үобриолос ib. 137—138, Ам хомс ib. 
274-275, etc. Divided are: geminated consonants ib. 152—153, 252—253; up ib. 32—33; vx 
ib. 264—265; ор ib. 103—104, 246-247; and, contrary to later practice, x ib. 109—110. Un- 
divided after division: хт ib. 79-80; охо ib. 251—252; ох ib. 206—207. Treatment of ot fluc- 
tuates: divided ib. 130—131, 279—280, division before it ib. 63—64, 94-95, 141—142. As 
later: ovv|teujgagyos ib. 80-81, 153—154, 299—300. 

II? 1627 (330/29). Not many examples, probably similar to II? 1622, II? 1623. Divided are vt 
ib. 33-34, Ал ib. 331—332, Өр ib. 282—283, 311—312, op ib. 385-386; division before лт ib. 
308-309, ото ib. 386—387. Note тєто| юу ib. 24—25. 

II? 1628 (326/5). Regular rules in full force. Undivided after division are: (9A ib. 485—486, 583— 
584; yo ib. 361—362; xÀ ib. 123—124, 385—386; хо ib. 13-14, 54-55; mA ib. 445—446; ло 
ib. 483—484; ox ib. 52-53, 566-567; от ib. 493—494; ото ib. 423—424; divided: тар|ообс 
ib. 154—155, 160—161; "АХ|хетом ib. 472—473. 

I? 1629 (325/4). An enormous text; third-century rules in full force. Divided are: geminated 
consonants ib. 209—210, 226—227, 231—232, 502—503, 762—763, 1021—1022, 1150—1151; 
uq ib. 492-493; ут ib. 113—114, 115—116, 139—140, 154—155, 158—159, 221-222, 458- 
459, 579—580, 580—581, 1051-1052: oy ib. 197—198, 787-788. 

Division before: BA ib.454—455, 1104-1105, 1119-1120, 1141-1142; Be ib.674—675; 
yA ib.983—984; үр ib. 1098-1099; үу ib. 240-241; yo ib. 653-654, 1117-1118, 1128- 
1129; xd ib. 953—954; хо ib. 400—401, 405 —406; хт ib. 678—679, 965 —966; л), ib. 206—207, 
548-549; лт ib. 490—491, 581—582, 696—697; од ib. 486-487; ox ib. 667-668; от ib. 87— 
88, 243-244, 446-447, 464-465, 669-670, 718-719, 829—830; то ib. 353—354, 453—454, 
765 —766; q ib. 746—747; ото ib. 619-620, 776—777, 944-945. 

The only cluster still receiving varying treatment is op: wiprlopa ib. 19-20, 40-41, 951—952, 
1014-1015, 1020— 1021; vfjpuol[ua ib. 61-62, 108-109. 

The following divisions also typical of later practice: ё|л@уаүхес ib. 239—240; ӧло|[с бу ib. 
201-202; ov|[v ої]с ib. 799—800; ovv|vovfoaoxor ib. 851—852; лоос | тйу ib. 680-681; 
лооо|тётахта ib. 257-258; els |[Ev]a ib. 207—208; єЦ|с тб ib. 229—230; лер|лттр ib. 594— 
595. 

The only irregularities аге: yeyo]laupévot ib. 1050-1051; xowmoóo[x]low ib. 180—181; 
Aandd|ng ib.18—19, 107—108; |Ы. |оута ib.1006—1007; тойм) ес ib. 1088-1089; 
"Aoxev| (v) ео ib. 750—751. 

There seems to be a clear chronological development in these naval texts. The 
earlier ones are less strict, particularly in their treatment of consonant clusters, but 
the rules normal in the third century are well established in the two texts of ca. 325. 
The treatments of -ото- and -op- differ slightly from the practices of later texts (cf. 
pp. 68, 69 supra), but otherwise II? 1629 adheres strictly to the rules іп a very large 
number of examples. 


4.00 Punctuation, lexical signs 


4.01 Punctuation in pre-Roman texts 


The term interpunct is widely accepted to denote the various types of punctuation 
of the Archaic Period used to separate words, phrases, sentences, etc. They are the 
ancestors of the dicolon (:), normal by the fourth century B.C., and probably the 
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сау ib. 276—277, éE£|nXevoav ib. 238—239, би үобриолос ib. 137—138, Ам хомс ib. 
274-275, etc. Divided are: geminated consonants ib. 152—153, 252—253; up ib. 32—33; vx 
ib. 264—265; ор ib. 103—104, 246-247; and, contrary to later practice, x ib. 109—110. Un- 
divided after division: хт ib. 79-80; охо ib. 251—252; ох ib. 206—207. Treatment of ot fluc- 
tuates: divided ib. 130—131, 279—280, division before it ib. 63—64, 94-95, 141—142. As 
later: ovv|teujgagyos ib. 80-81, 153—154, 299—300. 

II? 1627 (330/29). Not many examples, probably similar to II? 1622, II? 1623. Divided are vt 
ib. 33-34, Ал ib. 331—332, Өр ib. 282—283, 311—312, op ib. 385-386; division before лт ib. 
308-309, ото ib. 386—387. Note тєто| юу ib. 24—25. 

II? 1628 (326/5). Regular rules in full force. Undivided after division are: (9A ib. 485—486, 583— 
584; yo ib. 361—362; xÀ ib. 123—124, 385—386; хо ib. 13-14, 54-55; mA ib. 445—446; ло 
ib. 483—484; ox ib. 52-53, 566-567; от ib. 493—494; ото ib. 423—424; divided: тар|ообс 
ib. 154—155, 160—161; "АХ|хетом ib. 472—473. 

I? 1629 (325/4). An enormous text; third-century rules in full force. Divided are: geminated 
consonants ib. 209—210, 226—227, 231—232, 502—503, 762—763, 1021—1022, 1150—1151; 
uq ib. 492-493; ут ib. 113—114, 115—116, 139—140, 154—155, 158—159, 221-222, 458- 
459, 579—580, 580—581, 1051-1052: oy ib. 197—198, 787-788. 

Division before: BA ib.454—455, 1104-1105, 1119-1120, 1141-1142; Be ib.674—675; 
yA ib.983—984; үр ib. 1098-1099; үу ib. 240-241; yo ib. 653-654, 1117-1118, 1128- 
1129; xd ib. 953—954; хо ib. 400—401, 405 —406; хт ib. 678—679, 965 —966; л), ib. 206—207, 
548-549; лт ib. 490—491, 581—582, 696—697; од ib. 486-487; ox ib. 667-668; от ib. 87— 
88, 243-244, 446-447, 464-465, 669-670, 718-719, 829—830; то ib. 353—354, 453—454, 
765 —766; q ib. 746—747; ото ib. 619-620, 776—777, 944-945. 

The only cluster still receiving varying treatment is op: wiprlopa ib. 19-20, 40-41, 951—952, 
1014-1015, 1020— 1021; vfjpuol[ua ib. 61-62, 108-109. 

The following divisions also typical of later practice: ё|л@уаүхес ib. 239—240; ӧло|[с бу ib. 
201-202; ov|[v ої]с ib. 799—800; ovv|vovfoaoxor ib. 851—852; лоос | тйу ib. 680-681; 
лооо|тётахта ib. 257-258; els |[Ev]a ib. 207—208; єЦ|с тб ib. 229—230; лер|лттр ib. 594— 
595. 

The only irregularities аге: yeyo]laupévot ib. 1050-1051; xowmoóo[x]low ib. 180—181; 
Aandd|ng ib.18—19, 107—108; |Ы. |оута ib.1006—1007; тойм) ес ib. 1088-1089; 
"Aoxev| (v) ео ib. 750—751. 

There seems to be a clear chronological development in these naval texts. The 
earlier ones are less strict, particularly in their treatment of consonant clusters, but 
the rules normal in the third century are well established in the two texts of ca. 325. 
The treatments of -ото- and -op- differ slightly from the practices of later texts (cf. 
pp. 68, 69 supra), but otherwise II? 1629 adheres strictly to the rules іп a very large 
number of examples. 


4.00 Punctuation, lexical signs 


4.01 Punctuation in pre-Roman texts 


The term interpunct is widely accepted to denote the various types of punctuation 
of the Archaic Period used to separate words, phrases, sentences, etc. They are the 
ancestors of the dicolon (:), normal by the fourth century B.C., and probably the 
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stigma, or dot, of Hellenistic and Roman times. Ап interpunct of the form : occurs on a 
Ptolemaic papyrus of the early third century B.C. (cf. Turner, GMAW р. 10, note 2), 
although the dicolon and stigma are the types of interpuncts normally used in the 
papyri. 

The earliest Attic text with an interpunct is a very fragmentary dipinto on a Proto- 

Attic vase, Hesperia 4 (1935) p.242, no.38, fig. 14 (= LSAG p.76, по.5 с) of the 
latter part of the seventh century; it probably consisted of at least three dots. The 
earliest stone texts (all after 600 B. C.) with interpuncts are: the sep. mon. of -Juvoc 
ААС? p.155, no.1 (= ІСАА p.146, no.62; SEG 10.450) dated to the early sixth 
century on the basis of the sculpture, with$; the dedication of Rhonbos, 12469 (= 
LSAG p.77, no. 17), dated ca. 570—560, with | апа =; the ded. of Chairion, 12467 
(= LSAG p.77, no. 12; cf. Imagines? plate 2, no.4), dated 600—575, with =, ут, 
and ^. A large number of stone texts of the period са. 560—540 have interpuncts, and 
they are common in contemporary dipinti. 
Lit: MS? pp.11—13, notes 46-59; Larfeld, Handbuch (1914) pp.302ff., Handbuch 2.2 
pp.564ff. (with extensive lists of examples); R. Kaiser, De inscriptionum graecarum inter- 
punctione (Leipzig, 1887); DAA pp.441—443; LSAG p.67; M. Gyarducci, EG 1, рр.390- 
397; U.K. Duncan, BSA 56 (1961) рр. 181—188 (on some technical aspects of incising dots). 


4.011 Types of interpuncts in use 


By far the most common forms are? and :. The former is more common in archaic 
dedications, the latter in sep. monuments (cf. pp.77, 78 infra). Both are very com- 
mon in fifth-century public texts (many texts have both forms), but in the fourth- 
century texts : is dominant. Most of the other types of interpunct are variations on 
these normal forms, either expansions like 32 ог, etc., or variations like |, 3, =, 8, 
etc., where the form is influenced by the medium, or а decorative effect is desired. 


Types of interpuncts attested in Attic inscriptions, illustrative examples (all texts dedications 
unless otherwise noted; dates given for texts later than 400 B. C. only): 


1 | В736;8391--12465 +P 476 (- DAA p. 353, no. 327); 

2) | Р 469; ААС? p. 155, по. 6, cf. fig. 198 (= DAA p. 348, по.324); 

3) Ni / 12467 (= LSAG p.77, no. 12; cf. Imagines? plate 2, no. 4) cf. no. 8 infra; 

4 3 12463 +12 475 (= DAA p.350, по.326); 

5) 9 P514 P985 (= ІСААр.121, no. 13) (sep. mon.); 

6) 9 P4474 (bronze) (ct. JHS 13 (1892-93) plate 6, no.1); AM 78 (1963) p.118, no.4 
(sep. mon.); 

7) 8 Р 3/4 (decree); 12 763 I (= Meiggs- Lewis p.54, по. 261); also Polemon 3 (1947-48) 


Р. 17, no. 14, plate A’ (= SEG 12.4) (inv.) All these by the same hand (?); 
8) =3> I? 467 (= LSAG p.77, no. 12; Imagines? plate 2, no. 4) cf. no. 3 supra; 
9) = 12801; I? 1026 а (cf. IGAA plate 39 b) (sep. mon.); 
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10) 2;x P 469, Р 805; 12 408 (bronze); IGAA p.118, no.2 (= SEG 3.55; LSAG p.77, no.20) 
(sep. mon.); І? 802 (lead jumping holder, dedicated); 


11) у Graffito on a sherd of Sakonides, Graef-Langlotz 1, plate 94, no.2134a (= ABV 
p.347) 


12) Ў 1478; І2984 (зер. mon.); 

13) : II? 4553 (init. s. IV a.), II? 4933 (s. Ша.) dedications (priv.); 
14) : В 570; 

15) $ P412(bronze); 


16) 2 P 45.26 (decree); 12 374.271 (inv.) (L.); Hesperia 18 (1949) p.223, plate 45 (decree?); 
fourtb century: ЇЇ? 358.7, II? 415.26, II? 333.с15 (decrees); 1122345.24, 25 (cat.); 


17) 33 12596; Hesperia 9 (1940) p.247, fig.51, no.296 (ostracon of the elder Alcibiades); 


Р 156 (end of larger decree, cf. Hesperia 45 [1976] p.289; photograph, plate 68); 
12 313.2, 2 374.116 (L.) (both inventories); fourth century: ЇЇ? 44 and in the copy of 
it, Hesperia 7 (1938) p.626, no.1 (formerly П2 155, wrongly transcribed) (decrees); 
П2 2490.2 (Іос.); ПІ? 1428.2—6 (5 times), 112 1413.4, Elewsiniaka 1 (1932) p.189, 
I? 1415 passim, ЇЇ? 1425.127, 112 1447 passim, ЇЇ? 1542 passim (all inventories). In 
the inv., II? 1424, the punctuation indicated in the printed texts is not visible on the 
stone, which has only blank spaces there (L.); 

19) 2% Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff., Block 2, Face А.а5, a16, 54, c12 (= P 839.12) (= 
LSAG p.78, no.44) (sacred law); 1? 114.44 (for the correct form of the interpunct cf. 
SEG 24.15) (decree); II? 1388.18 (398/7) (inv.); 


20) 23: П? 1392.4 (398/7) (inv.); 


ese 
... 


21) 12: 1276.53, 58 (decree); Hesperia 36 (1967) pp.72ff., no.15 (= SEG 24.1; 127 + P 841) 
(sacred regulations); II? 1392.6, 7 (398/7) (inv.); 

22) 999 12 3/4 (decree); 

23) }} P700; 

24) СО On four inventories, I? 318; J. J.E. Hondius, Novae inscriptiones Atticae, p.91, no. 13 
(7 SEG 3.35); a new fragment from Eleusis published Hesperia 12 (1943) pp.34—35, 
no.7 (probably part of I? 318); а fourth fragment, Agora I 3749, published ib. pp. 36— 
37 (this fragment cannot belong to the same stele as I? 318; perhaps it was part of an 
Athenian copy?) 

25) 122783 (tachygraphy table, ca. 350 B.C.); П2 1890 (bronze pinakion); IP 4964 
(horos) (these last two ca. 400—350); 

26) О II? 1569 (inv., са. 330—320) (L.); 

27) | On two bronze pinakia of 400—350: II? 1869, II? 1917; 
cf. the vertical line used to separate the beginning from the end of graffiti carved in a 
circle, Hesperia 5 (1936) p.347 (475—450); Hesperia 22 (1953) plate 38, no. 137 (ca. 
450); a similar line occurs on the similar texts, Agora 21, p.9, no. B8 (475—450); 
p.36, no. F92 (425—400); 
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Doubtful: 


28) О JSOMEKEN DAA p.109, no. 107 (= 12 633 + 12 737.290); a better interpretation is: 
АТЧЕӨЕКЕМ. 


29)2, 2.Керопей in IG II, по.701, со]. 2, line 78 (not repeated in ІІ? 1443); this text is known 
only from an old copy, perhaps by Mustoxydis, cf. Kirchhoff in Abbandlungen Berlin 
1867,2 p. 1. The peculiar type scen here is dubious. 

30) = Reported passim in IG II, no. 824, transcribed (:) іп II? 1652; this text is known only 
from Fourmont's сору; he may not have meant anything exact by =, which was 
probably for : or blank spaces; apparently Fourmont’s copy does indicate : (dicolon) 
inline 3, but = elsewhere. 


The 2 given ІСІ, no. 1404 and interpreted as an interpunct by MS? р. 12, note 58 (nothing 
printed in the text of 12 255.330) should in fact be transcribed Bl, and is an erasure: either the 
mason made two E's and erased one, or the stone chipped as he made the E, and he was forced 
to move it to the right, cf. AJA 37 (1933) pp. 55—56. In II? 1673.10 read not.» , but : (= AE 
1883 p. 2). 


Many texts use more than one type of interpunct, e.g.: 


Р 467 (= LSAG p.77, no. 12; cf. Imagines? plate 4, по. 2): ~“, rm 
P 469:12 
I? 463 + 12475 (= DAA p.350, no. 326): $1 
ooo 
P 3/4: $, 999 
12 374: 2, 25, «4 
etc. 


Most commonly occurring in the same text are : and 1, see examples infra. 


А paragraphos appears in some fifth-century inventories, e.g. SEG 10.243 (= 12338 + new 
frr., cf. Hesperia 5 [1936] p. 362, no.4; Hesperia 7 [1938] p.264, по.2) (ca. 465—455); I? 352 
(343/2); Hesperia22 (1953) p.287, по.10 (cf. plate 84) (= I? 328) (ca. 414); 12313, 12314 
(408-406); 12 372 (409/8) etc. The paragraphos also occurs rarely later, cf. 12 2311 (cf. 
Imagines? plate 27, no.58 for a good photograph) (400—350) cat; П21554-12 1559 (= 
Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff.) (са. 330—320) inv. (L.); IP 1579 (init. s. IVa.) inv.; etc. The 
type fonts of IG I? and II? rarely allow an accurate indication of the width and location of this 
sign: e.g. in II? 1554--П2 1559 and 1I? 1579 (cf. Hesperia 15 [1946] p.183) the mark is only 
as wide as one letter and is placed under the first letter or under it and slightly to the left. For the 
paragraphos in the Roman Period cf. 4.021, no. 5, p.90 infra. 


4.012 Frequency and practice in the use of interpuncts in private texts 
Sepulchral monuments (most are conveniently assembled by Jeffery in IGAA): 


3 occurs in: AAG? p. 155, no. 1 (= IGAA p. 146, no. 62; SEG 10.450); I 974 (= IGAA p.130, 
no.23); 12978 (= IGAA p.130, no.24); 1? 976 (= IGAA p.133, no.34); 121012 (= IGAA 
p. 137, no. 44); perhaps post-480: I? 1007 (has three-bar sigma). 

2 occurs іп: Kerameikos З p.41, no.31 (= IGAA p.119, no.6; SEG 10.442); IGAA p. 139, 
по.48 (= SEG 10.4522); IGAA p.147, no.65 (= SEG 10.460); IGAA p.143, no.57 (= SEG 
10.461); 12 971 (= IGAA р. 132, no. 33); 972 (= ІСАА р. 120, no. 8); 12975 (= ІСАА p.147, 
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по.64); 2 990 (= IGAA р. 122, no. 17); ІЗ 1001 (= IGAA p. 132, no.32); ІЗ 1015 (= IGAA 
р. 139, по. 47); P. 1016 (= IGAA p. 136, no. 41; LSAG p.77, no. 22). 

Other types occur іп: 12 984 (= IGAA p.118, no.3): ¥; 12985 (= IGAA p.121, по. 13): 2; 
В 1026 а (= IGAA p. 140, no. 50): =; AM 78 (1963) p. 118, no. 4: 2 

It is certain that NO interpuncts occurred in: IGAA p. 127, no. 19 (= СУТІ, p.25, по.72; 
Р 983, corrected); IGAA p.136, по.42 (= SEG 3.56); Hesperia 5 (1936) p.230 (= IGAA 
p.134, по.36, SEG 10.463); IGAA p.134, по.37 (= AE 1960, p.139, no.1; Hesperia 17 
[1948] p. 141, no. 1, corrected); ІСАА p. 130, по.26; IGAA р.136, no.43 (опе word on each 
line); ІЗ 986 (= IGAA p.120, по.9); І? 993 (= ІСАА p.133, no.35); I? 997 (= IGAA p.129, 
no. 22; LSAG p.76, no.8); ІЗ 1002 (= IGAA p. 131, по. 28); ІЗ 1009 (= IGAA p. 142, no. 54); 
Р 1019 (= IGAA p.147, no.66); Р 1022 (= IGAA p.144, no. 58); I? 1024 (= IGAA p.141, 
по. 52); 1? 1025 (= IGAA р. 141, по. 53); IGAA p.141, по.51 (= SEG 10.458; I? 1026b, text 
improved); II? 10444 (= 1САА р. 128, no. 21); perhaps post-archaic: I? 1003. 


This list of texts without interpuncts is very conservative: because an interpunct may some- 
times appear only once in a text, only virtually complete texts have been included; cf. I? 807 
+ SEG 10.336, where a new fragment added ап interpunct to a text without any before; for a 
similar new fragment of I? 65, see p.82 infra. Seven or eight virtually complete texts which 
very probably had no interpuncts could be added to the foregoing list. The same situation applies 
to the dedications. 


In this group of texts not only is : seen to be more than twice as frequent as $, but 
the number of texts without any interpuncts is considerably greater than those which 
have them. Some of these texts without interpuncts are quite early, e.g. 12997 (— 
1САА p.129, no.22; LSAG р. 76, no.8), and analysis of the groups of texts without 
interpuncts, with:, and with $ does not lead to the establishment of any chrono- 
logical trends within the Archaic Period. 

After 480 only a few sepulchral inscriptions һауе interpuncts, e.g. : in 1? 1078 (non post 
450?); 1? 1083 (dated yaguely to the fifth century); П2 10650 (ca. 410); I? 1069 (ca. 400? cf. 
LSAG p.138, no. 15); $ in I? 1075 (dated vaguely to the fifth century); both 3 and $ in P 1063 
(ca. 450). 


Interpuncts occur only rarely in fourth-century sepulchral texts: usually 2, e.g. 
II? 5288, II? 5347; Hesperia 23 (1954) p.262; ІІ? 5442, 12 6111, II? 6857, 12 7394, 
127538, 12 9037, 1I? 11579, 112 11798, 11211845, etc.; less often :, e.g. 1126136, 
II? 6212. They are almost never found in the Hellenistic Period, but cf. II? 11561/2 
(s. Па.), which has г. 

Dedications of private individuals dated ca. 600—450 (those from the Acropolis, 
apart from the bronze ones, are collected in DAA): 


2 3 occurs, in: 12 392, I? 463. + 12 475 (= DAA p.350, по. 326), I? 464 (сі. DAA p.340), I? 472, 
P 469 %, 1470 + 12477 + 12481 (= DAA p.71, по.68); 1? 491, 12500, I? 501a, 12504, 
P 512, Р 502, I? 503, 12539 + 581b, c (= DAA p.310, по.291), ІЗ 555, I? 556, 12 559, I? 563, 
P 569, 12.598, I? 601, P 621, P 637, I? 662, P 671, I? 674, I? 695, 12668 + 12652 + 12 581а 
(= DAA p.239, по. 210), I? 723, I? 759.384, 12 759.386, 12 778, ІЗ 804, 12 821, I? 835; Hesperia 
5 (1936) p.358, no.2; Deltion 11 (1927/8) pp.22ff. (= SEG 10.328b); АМ 59 (1934) p.39, 
no.2 (= SEG 10.329); I? 609 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.33, по. 18); DAA p.94, по.87 (= P 616), 
DAA p.273, no.237 (= I? 562), DAA p.274, no.238 (= I? 613), DAA p.276, no.240, DAA 
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p. 399, по. 370, DAA p.378, по. 342 (= F 751); Hesperia 4 (1935) р. 148, по. 1 » fig. 37; Hesperia 
2 (1933) p. 375, no. 4; AAG? p. 155, no.6, cf. fig. 198 (= DAA p.348, no. 324) (). 


Stoichedon or partially stoichedon: 12 557, 12 572,12 606, I? 631, I? 506 + 1 737.301 (= DAA 

р. 98, no. 90); 12 526 + P 552 (= DAA р.101, по. 94); I? 528 + 12 635 (= DAA p.139, no. 131), 
DAA p.168, по. 150 (= I? 521 + 12722). 
з occurs іп: 12 391 + 12476 (= DAA p.353, по. 327) (!), P 490 (cf. DAA p.69), ІЗ 492, I? 536, 
р 540 (cf. DAA p.34), P 582, I? 603, ІЗ 656 (cf. DAA p.238), I? 698, 12 709 + 12515 (= DAA 
p.251, по. 221), 12718 (cf. DAA p.75), 12720 (cf. DAA p.231), Р 736 (1), 12 742, I? 748, 12 749, 
Г 750, 12754; DAA p.384, по.350 (= 752, in part + Р 758, in part); DAA p.385, no.351 
(= 12 752, in part + 12 758, in part); DAA p.15, no. 10 (= 1 507); DAA p.100, no.93 (= I? 
659), DAA p.32, no. 30 (= I? 660), DAA p.178, no. 161 (= I? 533). 

Stoichedon or partially stoichedon: 12 493 (cf. DAA p.87), 12 530 (line 6 only, the final line 
with the artist's signature) (cf. DAA р. 126); I? 639, 1 565 + 12646 (= DAA p.122, no. 118), 
Р 706, 12707 + I2 737.303 (= DAA p.173, по.156); 12807 (+ SEG 10.336) (has four-bar 
sigma, but uncertain if later than ca. 450—445 В.С.). 

Both : and $ in: 12 495 (cf. DAA p.26, по. 22); probably also in I? 516 (lines 5-7 stoich.), cf 
DAA p. 255, no.225. 

Other types of interpunct in: 12 467, 12469, I? 463 + 12 475 (= DAA p.350, no. 326), I? 478, 
Р 514, I? 570, P. 596, 1? 700, I? 801, 12 802, I? 805 (cf. pp.74—75 supra). 

NO interpuncts in: I? 473, I? 487, I? 496, 12 508, 12 543, 12 573, 12 578, 12 579, 12 583, 12 585, 
Р 589, I? 605, I? 607, 12627, 12 629, I? 649, 1 650, 1 661, I? 667, I? 711, I? 756, I? 765, 12 817, 
AM 62. (1937) p.1, no.1 (— SEG 10.345; LSAG p.78, no.35; revised text of I? 837), I? 663 
+ 12548 (= DAA р. 10, no.6); AA 1939 col. 12 (= DAA p.359, no.329); Hesperia 4 (1935) 
p. 150, no. 2, DAA p. 29, по. 24; DAA p.313, no. 292 (= I? 620); 


Stoichedon or partially stoichedon: Y^ 509, I? 525, I? 527, I? 530 (lines 1-5), I? 531, 12546, 
P 547,12 571, I? 580, I? 588, 12 589, 12 643, I? 651, I? 658, I? 764. 
To this group some 20 others could be added which very probably had no interpuncts, but 


whose incomplete state of preservation makes certainty impossible, e.g. I? 494, 12497, 12 625, 
I? 761, etc. 


In these dedications the percentage of texts with interpuncts is considerably higher 
than it was in the sepulchral inscriptions; even counting the 20 texts whose lack of 
interpuncts cannot be considered certain, less than half the total are without inter- 
puncts: the ratio is approximately 3 to 2. Another contrast with the grave inscriptions 
is the relative frequency of the use of two and three dots. In the dedications 1 is con- 
siderably more frequent, although the use of : is also not rare. A pronounced tendency 
to avoid interpuncts in stoichedon texts can also be observed, cf. the remarks on this 
phenomenon in public texts, р.81 infra. 

Interpuncts are not much used in later private dedications, although they are 
scarcely rare until the end of the fourth century. For the later fifth century, cf. 12 775, 
12 823. A number of fourth-century priv. dedications contain instances of :, used more 
or less in the same manner as in texts of the fifth century and the Archaic Period, e.g. 
II? 4323, II? 4324, II? 4335, II? 4336, II? 4384, II? 4545, 124551, 124553 (D), 124574, 
II? 4579, 124595 (dated 328/7 by the archon’s name), II? 4598, II? 4635, II? 4636, 
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etc. Examples later than 300 В.С. are rare: II? 4658 (L.), IP 4665, both loosely dated 
to the fourth or third century; II? 4675 (:) dated са. 250; II? 4933 (§) dated to the 
second or first century. 

When interpuncts occur in public dedications of the later fifth or the fourth cen- 
tury, they are usually used as in decrees, etc., e.g. with abbreviations or in lists of 
names, etc, Cf. 3 іп 12 398 (408/7), abbreviations in a ded. of the prytaneis of a tribe. 
For з and 3 in lists of names in fourth-century public dedications, cf. e.g. II? 2824, 
II? 2932, II? 2940, II? 3092, II? 3122, II? 2934 (between virtually all words in the text, 
cf. the similar use іп a list of names in the priv. ded., 112 4327), IP 3125 (between vin 
and іовиої), etc. 


Only a few of the bronze Acropolis dedications have interpuncts. Of the series I? 408— 
Р 462: $ оп I? 409, I? 413, I? 424b, 1 430, 12 433, I2 435, I? 436, P 444, I? 445, I? 450, I2 460.4; 
ton P 452, 462; Zon I? 408; 1 on І? 447.4; 3 on I? 412. 

Interpuncts are frequent in sixth-century Attic dipinti. Thus 2 occurs on three of the five 
inscribed vases of Sophilos, cf. ABV p.39, по. 16 (L.); ABV p.42, no.36 (part of ABV p.40, 
no. 21, cf. Paralipomena p.18 [= CVA, Greece 1, plate 1.1]); the new London dinos; on several 
vases of Kleitias, cf. ABV p.78, пов.12-15. з is found on the Burgon vase, cf. ABV p.89, Burgon 
group no. 1 (= Smith, Catalogue 2, p. 98, по. B130). Three vases of the school of Exekias have 2 
between each word, cf. ABV pp. 146-147, пов.2-4, cf. xaddv: гіш лот| оюу EV+POS : 
ёлобкоёу ре ABV p. 162, по. 1; § in a signature of Eucheiros on another vase, ABV р. 162, no. 2. 
Of the numerous examples dated ca. 550 only a selection can be given: ABV р. 173, Sondros 
nos.1 and 7; ABV р. 175, Taleides nos. 16-18; ABV pp. 184—186: 21 signatures of Xenokles 
with : before ёлоќесєу, only two without the interpunct; at least one vase has Xoevoxdéc : 
énotecev : twice, cf. ABV p.186, no.9. Interpuncts are still fairly frequent in early rf. dipinti, 
e.g. ARV? p. 18, Manner of Euphronios по. 1; ARV? pp.25—26, Phintias potter пов.2-3, 1-3; 
ARV? рр.98-99, Group of the paidikos alabastra nos.1, 3-6; etc.; but are somewhat rare 
later, e.g. ARV? р. 149, Manner of the Epeleios painter по. 16; ARV? p. 161, Hischylos potter 
no.1; ARV? pp. 173—174, Ambrosios painter поѕ.1, 24; ARV? p.264, Syriskos group no. 57; 
ARV? p.430, p.445, Douris nos. 35, 256; ARV? p.479, Makron по. 336; ARV? p. 482, Hieron 
potter no. 37 (graffito); ARV? p. 499, Deepdene painter no. 17; etc. 


Interpuncts also occur occasionally in graffiti, usually s or $, e.g. 2 on Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) 
p. 401, fig. 6, no. 14b; ostraca: 12 908 (8 bis), $ on three of Р 911; but $$ occurs on an ostracon 
of the elder Alcibiades (cf. no. 17, p.75 supra); Y on а sherd of Sakonides (cf. no. 11, p.75 
supra). Later з and 3 are found on some of the bronze dikasts’ pinakia, cf. I? 1835—II? 1923 
(400—350). Cf. шою $ “Ерроб Agora 21, р. 55, по. G17 (s. ША.) graffito. 

Another stone monument of a non-public character from the Archaic Period with interpuncts 
is P 921 ($ twice), erotic text. з once on the similar type of text of somewhat later date, 12 924 
(paulo post 4502). 


In regard to the use of interpuncts in these non-public texts there are certain ten- 
dencies that can be observed, but also much that is irrational: 


1) Many texts use an interpunct after virtually every word, except that they normally are 
avoided at the end of a physical line: 


12 467, 1? 493, ІЗ 502, 12 559, P 601, 12671, 921; IGAA p.147, по.65 (= SEG 10.460); 
AAG? p. 155, no. 1 (= IGAA р. 146, no. 62; SEG 10.450); cf. ABV p.39, Sophilos по. 16. 
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As might be expected, an article is not separated from its noun in these texts: 

Kerameikos 3, p.41, по.31 (= IGAA p.119, no.6; SEG 10.442); P 469; 12 552; P 572; 
Р 668 (cf. DAA p.239, по. 210), I? 754, I? 598. Exceptions to this rule are found in public texts 
(cf. p. 82 infra). 


The word ха! normally has interpuncts only before it, e.g. 1? 530 (cf. DAA p.126), 12552, 
Р 659; exceptions are doubtful: I? 660, I? 742 (cf. DAA р. 376, no. 339). 


2) In other texts ће interpuncts mark off groups of words, phrases, cf. I? 463, I? 504, 12 555, 
В 971, I? 975, 1? 990, I? 1012; or large divisions in the thought, e. g. 12 821, P 826. 


3) There is also a pronounced tendency to set off just the first word of a text with an interpunct 
and make no further use of them, e.g. I? 662, 12 924, 12 972 (cf. IGAA p. 120, по. 8), 12 985 
(= IGAA p. 121, no. 13), E? 1001. 


4) In many cases the interpuncts serve to mark off the metre, often appearing at the end of 
each stichos: 

ІЗ 500, 12 700, I? 707 + 12 737.303 (= DAA р. 173, no. 156), 127631 (= Meiggs- Lewis p.54, 

nc 261), P 976, I? 978, I? 982, 12 984, I? 1078; cf. SEG 10.336 (= 12 807) where a single inter- 

punct probably separates the hexameter from the pentameter. 

Other arrangements also occur: 

12 394 П: interpuncts after alternating lines (hexameter in elegiac metre), cf. sketch DAA 
p. 193. Same arrangement in later copy, DAA p. 201, no. 173. 

12 10650: interpunct after first hexameter only. 

P 609 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.33, no.18; Imagines? plate 8, по. 18): interpunct omitted after 
Exoow because it is at the end of the physical line. 


5) In general, interpuncts are avoided at the end of a physical line on a stone; exceptions are 
dubious: 12621 (= DAA p.56, no.55); 12753 (= DAA p.394, no.364), both circular texts; 
Р 595 + new fr. (= DAA p.74, no. 69), where the association of the two fragments is uncertain. 
Note also N(xvAoc?| dvé8e|xev on the bronze ded., I? 433 (ca. 550, cf. LSAG p.68, note 1). This 
avoidance at the end of a text is also seen in dipinti, where, however, exceptions are rather more 
common, e.g. ABV р. 186, Xenokles painter no.9; ARV? p.264, Syriskos group no. 57; ARV? 
p.149, Manner of the Epeleios painter no. 16; ARV? рр.98-99, 101, Group of the paidikos 
alabastra, nos. 1, 3—6, 30; etc. 


6) In a number of texts no real rationality seems to lie behind the placing of the interpuncts, 
cf. I? 495, 12 503, I? 706; IGAA p.143, по. 57 (= SEG 10.461); etc. Likewise the various vase- 
painters are quite inconsistent in using them, sometimes placing 3 or 3 between their name and 
énoteoev in their signatures and sometimes not (e.g. Sophilos, Kleitias, Exekias, Eucheiros, 
Xenokles, etc.), and it seems likely that the effect may have sometimes been decorative. It is also 
hard to explain the use of interpuncts in the signature of I? 530 when they do not occur in the 
text, especially since the signature is in the same stoichedon pattern as the rest of the text—unless 
they were for decoration. А similar phenomenon occurs in I? 490 (cf. the photograph DAA 
p. 68); perhaps also іп 12 539 + I? 581b, c (= DAA p.310, по.291); I? 1014 as read by Jeffery, 
cf. IGAA p. 138, no. 46. 
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4.013 Frequency and use of interpuncts in public documents 
a) Fifth century: general use: 


The greatly restricted use of interpuncts in Athenian public texts of the fifth century 
is probably due to the strong preference for the stoichedon style. In the earliest decree 
(dated 485/4) showing that style fully developed, cf. 123/4 (= Imagines? plate 10, 
no. 20), the mason is normally unwilling to assign a stoichos (i.e. unit in the checker- 
pattern) to the interpunct E and merely fits it in; occasionally, at larger divisions in the 
text, the interpunct is expanded to 585 and fills а stoichos. An identical practice 


(with 3 and 225) is seen in a fr. of sacred regulations of about the same date (478—470) 
published Hesperia 36 (1967) p.72, no.15 (= SEG 24.1; 27 + 12841 + new frr.). 
In another fragment, perhaps a decree, published Hesperia 18 (1949) p.223, plate 45 
(ca. 500?), an interpunct :: occupies a stoichos in several places. In the earliest state 
decree, partially stoichedon (cf. p.61 supra), 121 (fin. s. Vla., cf. Meiggs-Lewis 
p.25, no. 14), at least опе interpunct occurred in the stoichedon section of the text 
(line 3), where it caused the arrangement of the letters to open out slightly, a pheno- 
menon found in some of the early private texts, e.g. 12 557, 12 631, I? 639. 

But whether the interpunct is merely inserted and the letters parted slightly, or it is 
expanded to fill a stoichos, the result is not really satisfactory aesthetically, and the 
rapid disappearance of interpuncts from public stoichedon (and hence all public) texts 
is not surprising. Significantly, on the stele from Marathon, published Hesperia 11 
(1942) pp. 331ff., the earlier, non-stoichedon, vertically inscribed text makes frequent 
use of interpuncts, but the later, horizontally inscribed, stoichedon text has not a 
single one. 

In 125 (non-stoich.) $ occurs twenty times in five fragmentary lines, but in 126 
(stoich.) there are almost no interpuncts. B.D. Meritt (cf. Hesperia 14 (1945] p.79) 
thought he could read $ in I? 6.7 and : in 126.32, 36, but the stone is in exceedingly 
bad condition; he saw no interpuncts іп 12 6.89, 111, and his ávéXoto 3 in I? 6.103 
(cf. Hesperia 15 [1946] p.253) has been corrected by K. Clinton to &véAoto E (cf. 
Sacred Officials p. 11). The frequent use of : in 12 188 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.18, 
no. 10) (stoich.), an early law of the deme of Skambonidai (ante 460), has an archaistic 
look to it. 

Later decrees with frequent interpuncts are quite exceptional, but cf. I? 42, I? 44, 
I? 50, P 108 II, I? 114 (?). Not infrequently, however, interpuncts do appear for some 
special purpose in texts which make no systematic use of them, е. g.: 

12 52.1, to set off the opening word десі from the text (the usual practice was to put deol on а 
separate line); 

Р 186/7B.2, after |Ебохое)у Чхабрієїої, to separate it from body of text of following deme 
decree; 

Р 110.5, 14, 38, before б беїма elne to mark off major sections of a decree; 

Р 56.9, to set off ÉGoxoev тё: Вол and a following decree text; 

12 190, primarily to set off numerals (sacred law); 

Р 156 (+ Hesperia 7 [1938] p.269, по.4), to mark off the end of a text or a major section 
of it; 
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І? 143, to separate names іп a list (this perhaps also the reason for interpuncts in I? 502); 

Hesperia 2. (1933) p. 494, no. 12, to separate three words in a heading (cf. the similar use in 
ІЗ 193, ATL 2, no.7 trib. lists; 12 929, cas. list); this use probably purely decorative, cf. this 
page infra. 

Hesperia 40 (1971) pp. 280ff., no.7 (403/2 aut paulo post) decree fr. with a single interpunct 
(з) in the middle of a word (!) cf. the following page. 

The lengthy Р 76 is without punctuation until lines 53, 58, where 335 fills a stoichos, and in 
line 58 72% обтоу occurs (cf. infra); here it is tempting to see some sort of ornamental 
space-filling to compensate for some miscalculation made in laying out the text, especially as 
there are apparently erasures underneath the interpuncts (cf. Meiggs- Lewis р. 219). Perhaps the 
single s: in I? 45.26 is to be similarly explained, although it does come at a division in the thought. 
In I? 114.44, Н.Т. Wade-Gery showed that the correct reading was 222, not [ð], but tõ із 
needed here, and some sort of confusion is at work, cf. SEG 24.15. This text is so fragmentary 
that it is impossible to know whether the few other interpuncts (2) it contains are peculiar or 
there was systematic use made of them. A rather small new fragment of the extensive I? 65 (cf. 
AJP 88 [1967] pp.29ff.) has $ three times for no special reason—the large part of the text 
previously known had not a single interpunct, cf. the photographs, ATL 1 pp. 123—126. 


The inventories, accounts, etc. are one type of fifth-century public text in which 
interpuncts are often extensively used, usually to set off numerals: e.g. I? 282, I? 304A, 
I’ 313, 12314, 12369, 12373, 12 374; from outside the city: I? 186/7 A, SEG 10.210 
(= АЕ 1934—35, pp.128—132; Meiggs-Lewis p.144, no.53). Likewise in sacred 
calendars, etc.: e.g. Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff. (= 12838—12839; LSAG p.78, 
no.44), 12840, 12842. In some texts of this type, however, interpuncts are only 
sparingly employed, e.g. I? 324; or are avoided completely, cf. I? 372 (409/8), latus 
adversum; the whole group of Attic Stelai, Hesperia 22 (1953) pp.240ff. (including 
12325 through 12334), dated ca. 414 B.C. In the tribute lists they are consistently 
used only in the first list, I? 191, and are used thereafter only when absolutely neces- 
sary to avoid confusion, e.g. I? 198, I? 210. Interpuncts may also be used to separate 
names in а list, e.g. 12355, 12 358, or after abbreviations, cf. 12 398, a dedication of 
the end of the fifth century. These uses, along with the setting off of numerals, con- 
tinue to be common later. 

Interpuncts are otherwise rare in fifth-century public texts. They are occasionally 
used in headings, as in I? 929 (cas. list); I2 193 (= ATL 2, no.3), ATL 2, no.7 (tribute 
lists); 12313 (inv.), where they тау well be ornamental. The use after every word in 
the public dedication, I? 400аї and in the heading of I? 929 (cas. list) is strongly in- 
fluenced by the way interpuncts are used in private dedications. They are otherwise 


rare in casualty lists (except I? 943). Interpuncts almost never occur in horoi: only 
in I? 863, I? 865, I? 866, I? 870. 


Peculiar use of interpuncts: 


The separation of the article from its noun by ? in two headings (I? 193, 12 929, cf. 
this page supra) is a peculiarity, perhaps explained by the purely decorative use 
there. Other oddities, in addition to т: ойтшу in 1276.58 (decree) just cited (cf. 
supra), are: the misplaced interpunct in SEG 10.210 (= АЕ 1934—35, рр.128- 
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132; Meiggs-Lewis p. 144, по.53) (an inventory from Rhamnus) with xeqaAat:ov: 
(the text uses interpuncts frequently throughout). Even stranger is the e[UJegyeo: (ас 
on a decree (of 403/2 or shortly thereafter) which apparently had no other inter- 
puncts, although it is perhaps too fragmentary for certainty, cf. Hesperia 40 (1971) 
pp.280ff., no.7, line 7. In the Evz|e:xa(: of the poletai inv., Hesperia 10 (1941) 
p.14, no.1, lines 25-26 (367/6), it is likely that Euxe: was originally intended 
(cf. ib. line 24) and accidentally extended to Eune:tat: (cf. Zvmeta: in ib. line 21); 
the crowding of the interpunct into the stoichos indicates nothing, as interpuncts are 
normally so crowded in this text. The reading тойтоу (known only from Stuart and 
Revett; the stone is lost) for 12 280.92 has been rejected as due to the copyist and not 
on the stone (cf. Kirchhoff's note to ІС I по. 170). 


Types of interpuncts in use; blank spaces: 


The most common types of interpuncts occurring in fifth-century public texts are 
the common 1 and $, sometimes expanded to 44, 221, 332, 272, etc. (see examples 
pp.74—76 supra). Before about 4501 is somewhat more common than 3; there- 
after they are about equally frequent. Many texts have both, e.g. I? 1, I? 44, 1250, 
12 108 II, 12110, 12 188, 12191, 12210, 12352, 12355, 12398, etc. * occurs several 
times on a small fragment of a bronze stele with a public text of unidentifiable type, 
cf. Hesperia 32 (1963) рр. 138ff. (ca. 450). 

Some fifth-century decrees, and many other public texts, make widespread use of 
blank spaces to compensate for the lack of written punctuation, e.g. I? 39.20, 64; 
I? 95; I? 115.19; II? 1; etc. This practice is also normal in decrees of the fourth century 
and later, cf. e. g. II? 19, II? 29, II? 97, II? 124, etc. 


b) Use of interpuncts in public texts of tbe fourtb century and later: 


In fourth-century public texts interpuncts continue to be used, but only for certain 
special purposes: to set off numerals, in lists of names, to indicate abbreviations, 
rarely in headings. 

In decrees interpuncts are rare and in those of the first quarter of the century absent 
altogether. Thereafter the most frequent use of them is to set off numerals from the 
body of the text; the interpunct (usually 2) is placed before and after the numeral, and 
in stoichedon texts they often fill stoichoi. E.g. s in II? 120; Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., 
no.1 (genos); II? 1176 (tribe); II? 204, II? 223, II? 236, 112 238, II? 336.214, II? 338, 
12 354, 12360, 12385, 112395; 121183 (deme); 12 1256 (orgeones); ІІ? 1261 
(thiasotai), II? 1263 (thiasotai); II? 407, II? 410, 112 417; ІІ? 1200 (deme), II? 1206 
(deme); Il? 553, 12 567, etc. $ is less frequent, e.g. 12 148, II? 313, II? 479, 12 518, 
etc.; both 3 and $ in II? 1252 (orgeones); :19:: ends a line in II? 415. Examples also 
occur where the interpuncts separate names, demotics, etc. in lists: e.g. s in 12 41, 
II? 102, II? 186, II? 204, II? 466, II? 488, II? 1222 (cleruchs); з and 3 in II? 175, П2 1252 
(orgeones); indicate abbreviations: cf. з in II? 336.26; 1 in П2 1152.7 (tribe); or occur 
only in the heading, perhaps for decorative effect: cf. з in II? 349; $ in 1243, II? 67; 
“гіп II? 44 and a copy of it, cf. p.75 supra. 
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Even when numerals occur, however, interpuncts are very often avoided; this was 
the normal practice until about 360, cf. II? 124, II? 226, II? 235, II? 264. Occasionally 
blank spaces replace them in setting off numerals, cf. e.g. 12 116.41, II? 124.13, 
II? 140.37, II? 507.26; II? 1182.24 (deme), П? 1194.16 (deme). The latter. practice 
becomes the norm in the early part of the third century, when interpuncts largely 
disappear from decrees. The last examples: ІІ? 648 (са. 295); ІІ? 1165 (300—250) 
(tribe); II? 1218 (ca. 250) (deme); II? 1247 (ca. 250) (mesogeioi), with s; II? 1278 (ca. 
277) (thiasotai) with $; for the use of blank spaces, cf. П2 729.3, 112 791.20 (L.), 
II? 956, 12957, etc.; II? 896.42ff. (in a name list). The late II? 809.6 (са. 230?) with 
-ФУ””: P:"6oaxu[ác is an exception. Later Attic decrees of the Hellenistic Period make 
no use of interpuncts; лаудхоу | in H2 995.8 (са. 150) is exceptional. 

A very few fourth-century decrees use interpuncts in exceptional ways. Thus $$ in 12333.с15 
(335/4) may well introduce a new section; the function of |з (or is it 422) in ib. c12 (before xai 
тобі) is uncertain. In II? 358.7 (327/6) 83 (after ЕбоБеу) tH. дам) separates the heading from 
the decree text; in II? 423.6 (post 336/5) the text of a quoted decree is preceded by 3. But the use 
of ¢ in П2 1253.8 (post 350) (orgeones) to mark off sections is without parallel (the interpuncts 
at the beginning of the text are in a name list, cf. II? 1252). 


The use of interpuncts in the numerous inventories, accounts, records, etc. of the 
fourth century does not differ from their use in decrees. They are naturally a great deal 
more frequent because of the numerous numerals, abbreviations, etc. which such 
documents contain; they are also very frequent in this type of text right from the 
beginning of the century. The dominant form is 3, but $ still occurs, e.g. in 12 1429, 
II? 1468, II? 1409; both г and $ in 1121408, II? 1656, 12 1572, II? 1610, as well as 
other forms, 83, 222, 252, etc. (see examples p.75 supra). Іп the numerous stoichedon 
texts of this type the interpunct may occupy a stoichos as in II? 1443, II? 1457, 
II? 1515, II? 1524, etc. or it may be crowded together with the numeral or abbreviation, 
II? 1392.17, 18, П2 1403, II? 1467.22, II? 1469, II? 1582, etc. Some of these texts avoid 
interpuncts and replace them with blank spaces, cf. II? 1358 (s rare), II? 1407, II? 1414. 
Interpuncts disappear also from inventories, etc. (rare in any case after 300) after the 
early third century: II? 1682 (285/4), I 1534.1—140 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) still 
have $, the latter often; but II? 1534.141—345 (247/6) replaces interpuncts with blank 
spaces everywhere. 

Other public documents of the fourth century or the Hellenistic Period may contain interpuncts 
used under the same conditions, e.g. catalogs: II? 1702 (name list), ІР 2319—12 2323 (ab- 
breviations), II? 2343-12 2345 (name lists), II? 2356 (numerals), II? 2367 (name list), II? 2375 
(name list), II2 2383 (name list); locationes: II? 2493 (unusual, 3 once in line 10 after a strong 
stop), 1I22498—1I? 2300 (numerals); horoi: ІІ? 2658, II? 2673, II? 2680, 12 2688, 112 2702 
(numerals); dedications: II? 2822, II? 2824, II? 2934, II? 2940, II? 3092 (names in a ded.). 
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4.02 Punctuation in the Roman Period 


4.021 Punctuation for word division, to separate phrases, sentences, etc. 


In texts of all types of the second and third centuries after Christ a number of 
different types of punctuation are employed, primarily to separate words, abbrevi- 
ations, sections of text, or for decorative effect. Most of the common forms appear 
occasionally in the first century A.D. (see infra), but it is the second century and par- 
ticularly the time of Hadrian in which the use of punctuation becomes widespread. 
Note that the forms 2 and 2, dominant in texts of the Classical Period, are exceedingly 
rare in these texts, but the single point above the line, virtually unknown in the earlier 
period (cf. p.75 supra), is one of the most common forms in imperial texts. A number 
of signs may also serve to indicate abbreviations or actually serve as abbreviations 
(cf. —, !, », >, м infra). 

Not all the various signs are used in the same way, but before detailing the in- 
dividual symbols a few general remarks on punctuation in these texts may be made. By 
far the commonest use of most of the signs is to set off abbreviated names, most often 
those of Roman origin such as KA, II, AVP, AIA, etc., or abbreviated numerals, 
то А, etc. The punctuation may appear both before and after the abbreviation: »M», 
*KA,, e.g. II? 2068.214, 12 2058.4, 6, 7, 8; 12 2113, 12 2193.12, П2:3931.2, etc.; ог 
it appears only after: AVP», ТЕ, e.g. II? 1073, II? 2237, II? 2059, II? 4082, etc.; rarely 
only before: > ФН, e.g. II? 2052, etc. There may or may not be an additional mark to 
indicate abbreviation, cf. with mark II? 2058.6, II? 2193.12, II? 2068.7, 119, II? 4067. 
8, 11 (L.), II? 4082; without mark II? 1073, II? 2059, II? 2058, except line 6, II? 2239. 
1—9, 184, II? 2237, II? 3584. Punctuation may also often be used to separate names 
or parts of names, e.g. II? 1969, II? 2001, II? 2037, 12 2221.63 ff., II? 3670, 112 7435, 
etc. It is often used to separate sections of a text, e.g. II? 1076, II? 1105 A, II? 2056, 
II? 12318; and is sometimes confined to the heading or the prescript, e.g. II? 1368, 
II? 2113, 11? 2193 (only dots are those in lines 12 and 22, cf. p.88 infra). Some texts 
show a mark of punctuation after almost every word, e. р. II? 4938, ІІ? 6441, IP? 
3301, II? 7441, 1I? 9412, etc.; in such cases it may sometimes appear on both sides 
of xat, cf. II? 3301, II? 4938, or even separate an article from its noun as in II? 3301.7: 
“tov: etc. In some cases the punctuation is manifestly only for decorative effect, cf. the 
frequent use of © in headings; cf.*, --, etc. at the end of every line in II? 4488 (cf. no. 3 
infra); or may serve to fill up space where a letter could not be carved without breaking 
rules of syllabification, II? 4063, 112 3591, etc. Often even when it separates sections 
and words punctuation appears to have ornamental value as well (e.g. when a ©) is 
placed in a blank space separating sections of a text where the blank space would have 
been alone sufficient, cf. II? 3301, II? 3710). Sometimes the punctuation is intended to 
mark off the metre, e.g. II? 3743, II? 10385, II? 11477, П2 3753, II? 4514, 112 11587, 
etc. Several different types of punctuation may sometimes appear in the same text, 
often with overlapping function (cf. ол, *, ! in II? 2052; є, · in 112 2059; «,', - in II? 
1969; Q, ‹ іп 123743, є," in 124488; Q , іп 122361; $, ' in IP 2037; :, “іп 
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II? 2133; -, >, > in H? 3620; etc.) where the visual effect is again probably the reason; 
punctuation may also be combined with blank spaces, cf. II? 2221.63—76; II? 3299; 
and some extensive texts avoid it altogether, С 122223; II? 2235.13ff., where по 
punctuation follows the forms AYP, etc.; II? 1368, very extensive, with only blank 
spaces for punctuation except for two leaves (not recorded by IG П2) in the heading 
(ФүвӨТ тохт), cf. Graindor, Album plate 57, по. 73. 

There is no appreciable difference in the method of employment of the marks of 
punctuation among the various genres of texts in Roman times. 


Illustrative examples of punctuation in the Roman Period: 


The following lists are selective only. The inaccuracy in IG II? and other published texts of 
inscriptions in recording punctuation is considerable; the following examples have therefore 
been taken as much as possible from texts where verification on the stone or a clear photograph 
was possible. 


1) «> Sigma and antisigma. Typical appearance: cf. Graindor, Album plate 53, no. 68 
(= 0? 2068.3); plate 64, no.81 (= 11? 2113.4); plate 66, no.83 (= 112 2124.8, 
punctuation not recorded). 


Rare in first century after Christ: cf. П2 1969.18 (45/6p.) eph. cat., not a full 
semi-circle, used in conjunction with dots and no. 12 infra (cf. AJP 6 [1885] p. 1); 
I? 3927 (са. 50р.) ded.; 12 3280 (66-68р.) ded., not a full semi-circle and 
located beneath horizontal hasta of following tau (L.); II? 3538 (aet. Neronis) 
ded. (L.); II? 2001 (s. Ip.) eph. cat., has unusually large size and varying forms 
(often extending below the line); used with dots and no. 15 infra (IG II? com- 
pletely unreliable) (L.); II? 3931 (s. Ip.) ded. (L.). 

Typical use. Often to set off abbreviations of Roman names (frequently them- 
selves accompanied by mark(s) of abbreviation above the letters); ГА», TI» 
02 3538.1, 10 (aet. Neronis) ded. (L.); > Г» 12 3927.4 (са. 50р.) ded.; KA», 
OYA>, «ФЛ» IP 2068.7, 119, 214 (115/6p.) eph. cat. (L.); ФА», ^T», IOYAD 
II? 2058.3, 8, 6 (146/7p. aut paulo post) eph. cat., in ib. 6 also used after a 
numeral preceded by an unusual mark, the whole followed by a dot (on the 
line), сі. по. 13 infra (L.); эТЇВс КА< BPAAOYA 12 2113.4 (183/4—191/2 p.) 
eph. сағ; AYP», KA», etc. II? 2237, passim (has unusual large size in this text 
and frequently extends below the line) (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); etc. Used 
with other abbreviations, e.g. a compendium for Өхүбтто, II? 3628.3 (post 
150p.) ded. (L.); АХАР», »ATQ», ІТА 12 2058.2, 3, 4 (146/7 p. aut paulo 
post) eph. cat. (L.); BOHAPO’, IIYANOWD, etc. II? 2068.187ff. (155/6p.) 
eph. cat. (L.); etc. To separate names or other words, to separate sections of 
texts, at ends of lines: II? 2001 (s. Ip.) eph. cat. (L.); I1? 3931 (s. Ip.) ded. (L.); 
II? 3596 (ca. 134p.) ded. (L.); 12 3296 (> and ‹) (132 p.) ded. (L.); after each 
word іп sep. monuments: II? 6441 (ca. 150p.); II? 7580 (s. П/Шр.), II? 12915 
(s. ПЛПр.), etc. Used to separate phrases in conjunction with following blank 
spaces in II? 3299.3, 7, 8, 10 (132 p.) ded. (L.). 


2) ч» 


Punctuation, lexical signs 87 


Antisigma in conjunction with abbreviatory sign 2 (— patronymic same as son's 
name, cf. 5.0123, p. 105 infra). Тһе sign for the patronymic is more often full 
letter-size, and when the two signs occur in the same text this difference in size 
is usually observed, cf. II? 2068 (155/6 p.) eph. cat., illustrated Graindor, Album 
plate 53, in which the only exceptions are lines 193 and 107, in which the 
punctuation sign is letter-size, i.e. identical with the abbreviation for the patro- 
nymic (L.). The difference in size between the two signs can also be seen in 
122085 (= Graindor, Album plate 54, по.69) (161/2p.), II? 2087 (163/4р.), 
IP 2124.7, 8 (= Graindor, Album plate 66, no.83; antisigma not recorded in 
IG IP) (inter 190—200 p.) all eph. catalogs. In II? 2056 (са. 145/6р.) eph. cat., 
the punctuation mark is small in line 4, the abbreviation for the patronymic is 
letter-size in line 6, while the text is tvo fragmentary to allow certainty about 
the remainder of the signs (L.); so also the text is too incomplete in II? 2058 
(146/7 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.) to make it possible to decide if the larger 
sized D in line 7, AAESANAPOZO МА» КІ, is the sign of the patronymic or 
not. A single large-sized mark is used indiscriminately as sign for the patronymic 
and as mark of punctuation in the eph. cat., II? 2237 (230—235 p.) (L.). 

Both known as diple. In inscriptions on stone used merely as variants of sigma 
and antisigma, easier to execute with chisel because of absence of curved lines. 
Typical appearance: Imagines? plate 49, no. 135 (= II? 4063.2, 8); Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.194 (= 171073); Hesperia 4 (1935) p.181, fig.71 and 
Hesperia 40 (1971) plate 36, no. 53 (= II? 1076 + new frr.). 

Earliest examples: II? 4938.2 (3 times) (init. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.) (L.); IP 1976.1 
(bis) (40—54 p.) eph. cat. (L.); по « in II? 2001 (L.) or > in II? 5394 (L.). 

Use. Both « and » are very common and frequently combined. They are used in 
the same way as the sigma and antisigma: With abbreviations of names: e.g. 
КА, ФАХ, KA: IP 1073.9—16, 26 (9 times) (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] р. 193, 
no. 121; AJP 70 [1949] pp. 299ff.) (ca. 120 p.) decree; «ТІ« II? 1976.1 (40—54 p.) 
eph. cat. (L); AYP-ZGQ[xoótns (‹ has no.8 infra above it), ГАРГНТ», ТІВ! 
МЕХТРІ: КҮЕХТОР П? 2243.127, 15, 50 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (L.); »M» 
AYP (bis), ФАА, AYP, >ТІВ», >АҮ|Р I? 2239.1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9 (238/9— 
243/4p.) eph. cat. (L., corrections in 6, 9); АТА XOZ[-- ІР 4082 (ca. 200p.) 
ded. (L.); etc. To separate names, words, etc.: e.g. ô> xai» KXavévavóc > (largely 
ornamental, a leaf used similarly in lines 1, 3 of the three-line text) Ш2 4938.2 
(init. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.) (L.); II? 2065.20 (150/1 p.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 2243.16 
(post 243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 3612.5, 8 (ca. 150p.) ded. (L.); in both lines of 
II? 7573 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); П2 11492 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); etc. Between 
sections of a decree text, II? 1076 (197—217 p.), cf. Hesperia 40 (1971) plate 36, 
по. 53 and Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 181, fig. 71. In the ded., II? 3743 (post 158/9 p.) 
(stone lost), « alternates with leaves at ends of three lines (corresponding to ends 
of three two-line stichoi of verse), cf. lines 4, 6, 8; in line 10 between words in 
prose section of text. At end of prescript, II? 1774.9 (167/8 p.) pryt. cat. (L., but 
stone too worn for confirmation of reading). In left margin between two lines, 
IP? 2094.51—52 (са. 166/7 p.) eph. cat. (L.). Added at end of line to fill up space, 
Il? 4063.2, 8 (cf. Imagines? plate 49, no. 135) (ante ca. 135p.) ded. (L.); II? 
3591.2 (ca. 150p.) ded. (L.); in such cases a letter could not be used in the space 
without infringing on the rules of syllabification. 
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In rare instances » (usually letter-size) may represent the abbreviatory sign for a 
patronymic the same as the son's name, usually 2 (cf. 5.0123, p. 106 infra). 

A simple point or dot, usually in mid-line (uéon өтеуші), rarely higher (teAela 
ottyph), or lower in the line (блоотгүр 2 cf. Turner, GMAW рр.10-11), 
position in the line does not show any relation to function in Attic inscriptions. 
Typical appearance: Imagines? plate 50, по.139 (= 1121108.14); Imagines? 
plate 49, по. 136 (= 1122055.2(bis), 11, 17); Imagines? plate 48, по. 131 
(= 1I? 3733.3); Graindor, Album plate 62, по.78 (= II? 2119), plate 71, no. 90 
(= ІІ? 2199.35, 50, 56, 63, 65). Sometimes difficult to distinguish from no. 12 
infra or no. 2 supra. 

Very frequent, especially in second and third centuries A.D.; frequently com- 
bined with other marks of punctuation. 

Rare before 100 A.D.: II? 4185.1 (ca. 50р.) (L.); 2 3535 (са. 57р.) (L.) dedi- 
cations; II? 1969 (used also are no. 12 infra and one case of no. 1 supra) (45/6 p.) 
eph. cat. The dot recorded for the ded., ІІ? 3280 (66-68р.), cannot be con- 
firmed because this part of the stone now broken away (L.). II? 1970.13, 17 
(45/6 p.) eph. cat., no dot in line 7. 

Used similarly to nos. 1, 2 supra. With abbreviations: e.g. МЕМ, AIA:, КА”, 
1ТОҮЛ:, ANTQ- II? 2049.71, 79, 87, 122, 144 (142/3p.) eph. cat. (L.); ІР 
2059.8—18 (ca. 147/8 p.) eph. cat., but « in 20, 25, in 19 uncertain which mark 
it is (L.); there is a similar mixture of dots with < in II? 2052 (punctuation not 
accurately recorded by IG II?) (145/6p.) eph. cat. (L.); АТА: II? 2082.47 (post 
150p.) eph. cat. (L.); AYP, КЛ, ХТА: II? 2083.47, 56, 108 (post 150p.) eph. 
cat. (L.); M: II? 2193.12 (198/9—205/6 p., сі. Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. 
(L.); AYP: (wrongly recorded as « by IG П2, « does occur elsewhere, cf. no.2 
supra) II? 2243.14 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (L.); то -А: 02 3535 (ca. 57 p.) ded. 
(L.); etc. Between names, words, etc.: II? 1969 (45/6р.) eph. cat. (cf. по.12 
infra); II? 1970.13, 17, 61 (45/6p.) eph. cat.; ІР 2024.1— 11 (112/3 p.) eph. cat.; 
II? 2037.9 —-21 (125/6p.) eph. cat.; II? 2221.63-76 (217/8p. aut paulo post) 
eph. cat. (L.); II? 2055.2, 11, 17 (recorded in IG ІР only in line 2) (145/6 р.) eph. 
сас; II? 2059.39—52 (wrongly recorded as а diple in IG II?) (ca. 147/8 p.) eph. 
cat. (L.); IP 9412 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); II? 11492 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (has з, :) 
(L.); etc. Decorative uses: II? 3301 (132 p.) ded., dots only in lines 5, 7, where 
after almost every word, including "тоб" and “хаг, perhaps to aid in filling up 
the line, cf. й Вода) xoi: ó Әйнос in II? 4185.1 (са. 50р.) ded. (L.); I? 3714.3, 
14, 16, 18, 20 (s. Шр.) ded., dot in the mid-point of every pentameter in a text 
in elegiac distichs (has diple obelismene, cf. no. 5 infra; breathings, etc., cf. 4.032, 
no.7, p.98 infra) (L.); dot before and after lines 2-4 of II? 4488 (s. Ip.) ded. 
(priv.), <,:- atend of 3, 4. Rarely the dot may be used in conjunction with 2, the 
sign for a patronymic the same as the son's name, cf. 5.0123, p. 106 infra. 

It is frequently impossible to tell from the printed text in IG II? whether a dot is 
actually on the stone or is used as a mark of punctuation for the convenience of 
the modern reader. Thus there are no dots on the stone in II? 2223 (ca. 218/9 p.) 
eph. cat. (L.); in II? 2193 (198/9—205/6 р., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph.cat., 
the only dots on the stone are those in lines 12 and 22 (L.); in the ded., II? 4071 
(ca. 150 p.), there is no dot on the stone in line 21, but there are dots іп 17, 19, 
and 22 (this last one omitted by the IG II? text) (L.). 
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Such leaves are very common on texts of Roman times, but are more often 
purely ornamental than true marks of punctuation. Illustrative examples of 
appearance: Imagines? plate 49, по. 136 (= II? 2055.6, 18); Imagines? plate 53, 
nos. 145—146 (= II? 3764, II? 4007); Graindor, Album plate 41, no.51 (= IP 
2041), plate 57, no.73 (= II? 1368.1, two leaves in heading not mentioned by 
ІС 12), plate 60, по. 76 (= ІР. 1739.5), plate 73, no. 93 (= IP? 2361). 

Infrequent before 100 A. D.: e.g. II? 4938 (init. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.) (L.); 1I? 3112.6 
(cf. Graindor, Album plate 19, no.26) (75/6—87/8p.) ded.; II? 4245 (s. Ip.) 
ded.; ІР 4735 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.); II? 5049, II? 5051 (fin. aet. Augusti?) seats in 
Theatre of Dionysus. 

Usually decorative and not a true lectional sign, although it should be noted that 
most of the other signs of punctuation are at least attested in purely ornamental 
use. Leaves аге used to separate names, words, etc. in ће cat., II? 2361.10, 14, 
16, 34 (init. s. Шр.), while elsewhere dots are used in exactly the same way, е. р. 
lines 18, 19, 22. So leaves are used after abbreviated Roman names: A (5 
Танлаос Утобтозу II? 4938.1 (init. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.) (L.); ПО 75 OPAEQNION 
124211 (117-138р.) ded; ІОҮЛ 5 | MOYZQNIOZ 12 4083.1 (са. 210- 
230p., cf. Clinton, Sacred Officials p.80) ded. Rarely the ornamental leaves 
and those used as punctuation may be of different sizes. Thus in the ded. (priv.) 
II? 4938 (init. s. Ip.) just cited, purely ornamental leaves occur at the left and 
right of the third line and these are larger than the leaf after A in line 1 (L.); the 
ornamental leaves to the right of lines 5 and 6 (not recorded in the IG II? text, 
cf. the photograph on p. 124 of Clinton, Sacred Officials) of the ded., II? 4083 
(ca. 210—230 p.), are considerably larger than the small leaf appearing after 
IOYA in line 1; in II? 2041 (128/9p.) eph. cat., the leaves serving to divide 
sections of the text in lines 3, 7 are smaller than those used purely as ornaments 
at the right of lines 1, 4, and 8 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 41, no. 51). 

Decorative uses. Commonly at the end of a text, at the right of the last letter or 
in right margin, or below last line of text, e.g.: II? 4245 (s. Ip.), ІР 3362 (132 p.), 
I? 3323 (ante 138p.), 1I? 3967 (са. 150p.), 1I? 3764 (са. 217/8р.), ІР 4007 
(paulo ante 238p.) dedications; II? 4740 (s. ІЛІр.), Ц2 4746 (s. ІЛІр.), П2 4785 
(s. Пр.?), 124825 (s. Шр.), II? 4829 (s. ІШІУр.) dedications (priv.); II? 13219 
(s. ШШр.), II? 13167 (s. II/IV p.) sep. monuments; II? 1121.45 (cf. Imagines? 
plate 53, no. 148) (305/6 p.) imp. edict; etc. Two leaves below last line of text: 
II? 3987 (s. Пр.) ded. At end of a section of text: II? 1105 A.b 14 (aet. Hadriani) 
imp. letter, after ейтәууеіте and before the text of the following letter beginning 
in the same line; IP 3680.13 (init. s. Шр.) at end of text of ded. proper, a phallus 
separates this from the following list of officials; II? 3301.3 (132р.) ded., after 
Hadrian’s name and titles, text of ded. begins in next line; II? 11140 below 
line 2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., separating one sep. epigram from another, a leaf also 
below last line of the text; etc. Ornamental in headings: е. р. H? 2052.3 (145/6 p.) 
eph. cat.; II? 1368.1 (two leaves not mentioned by IG ІІ, cf. Graindor, Album 
plate 57, no. 73) (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations (L.); II? 2199 (ca. 200 p.), 
II? 2208.5 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. catalogs; IP 2361.1 (init. s. Шр.) сағ; 
II? 3670.1 (ante 266/7 p.) ded. (L.); etc. 

At ends of metrical units: I? 11477 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; II? 3743.4, 8 (post 
158/9 p.) ded., at end of hexameters, «іп same function in line 6 (cf. no. 2 supra), 
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a leaf at end of line 11 also (prose); cf. II? 3753 (s. Пр.) ded. On both sides of 
bottom line: П2 4938.3 (init. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.) (L.); on both sides of a line 
within a text: II? 1739.5 (181—184 p.) cat. (L.). In margin to the right of one or 
more lines: II? 2133.7 (paulo post 192/3 p.) eph. cat. (L.); IP 2055.6, 18 (not 17, 
where there is a dot after the last word, cf. no.3 supra) (145/6 p.) eph. cat (L.); 
IP 2041.1, 4, 8 (128/9p.) eph. cat.; II? 2095.1, 5 (ca. 170 p.) eph. cat.; II? 3379.2 
(132 p.), II? 3371.2 (132 p.) dedications; etc. 

Other symbols of largely ornamental character are occasionally employed: 
Asteriskos: Graindor, Album plate 39, по.49 (— ІР 3387) (са. 128/9p.) ded. 
(L.), at right and left of lines 3, 6; in mid-line between two words in lines 1, 7 
(cf. no.6 infra); П2 3343.1 (132р.) ded., after last letter at right (L.); ІР 4514 
(ca. 150p.) ded. (priv.), between lines 11 and 12, between lines 22 and 23, 
separating sections of verse (L.). (For the asteriskos as an abbreviation to indicate 
sums of money, cf. 5.0124 infra). 

Ornament at right of line 2 of ІР 3933 (s. Ip.) ded., fills up part of space left 
blank because of word division; the mark is constructed out of the antisigma 
(which occurs on a new fr. now joined to the top of this text) and no. 6 infra (L.). 
For the same sign used as punctuation, cf. no. 18 infra. 

мома52” бас end of text, 12 2221.22 (IG IP? text not accurate) (217/8р. 
aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.). Cf. nos. 11, 14 infra. 

At the bottom of Hicks, BMI р. 157, по. 131 (= 12 13150) (s. ПЛПр.) sep. 
mon. 

(= тблос?) II? 3739, below line 6 (141/2 aut 142/3 p.) ded., at end of a section 
of text; a phallus and large blank area before rest of text (cf. Graindor, Album 
plate 50, по. 64). 


The use of crowns, olive branches, enlarged leaves, and certain other purely decorative figures 
lies outside the scope of this work. 


The following types of punctuation are much less frequently used than nos. 1—4 supra: 
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Small horizontal stroke in mid-line position, a variant of the dot (cf. no. 12 infra); 
with the addition of seriphs it becomes по.8 infra. It is used to separate names 
іп an eph. cat., II? 2147.5 —11 (s. Пр.) (L.); separates two names in one line of a 
сас, 12 1739.5 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 60, по.76) (181-184р.) (L., the 
mark is very short, showing close kinship to the dot); separates names and 
sections of text in the ded., I? 4174.2, 4, 6 (41р.) (L., but in line 3 it has small 
seriphs and is no. 8 infra); cf. “- to right of the last line in II? 4488.4 (s. Ip.) ded. 
(priv.), < at right of the preceding line. A similar short stroke is used between 
sections of text in ЇР 1817.9 (paulo ante 221/0p.) pryt. саб; in line 12 it is hard 
to tell if the same mark occurs or an elongated dot (L., the large-sized bar indi- 
cated in the IG IP? text is erroneous). 

А short horizontal stroke (a sort of paragraphos) is used between the lines 110 ff. 
of the eph. cat., II? 2065 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 48, no. 60) (150/1 p.); the 
mark is above (not to the left as in IG II?) the first letter of the name of the tribe, 
indicating the start of the names of each new tribe. 

The normal function of horizontal bars placed above or below letters was to 
indicate abbreviations, cf. 5.0122, no. 1, p. 103 infra. 
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Тһе diple obelismene or forked paragraphos (cf. Turner, GMAW рр. 14—15). It 
separates sections of text in the ephebic catalogs, П2 2056.7, 25 (са. 145/6p.) 
(L.); IP 2094.43, 50, 56 (са. 166/7р.) (L.). It appears after the words Елі тӛ 
фофбу pov, probably a subject heading for a section of text, in the will, ІР 
2773.16 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 80а, no. 101) (ca. 240р.). With the hori- 
zontal stroke slightly shortened this mark may be seen in the eph. cat., П2 2207.34 
(cf. Graindor, Album plate 74) (init. s. Ш p., ante 212 p.). The diple obelismene 
appears іп the margin to the left of line 19 of the metrical ded., II? 3714 (s. Шр.) 
(L.), setting off the last two lines (lines 19—20) from the rest of the text. It follows 
four elegiac couplets, separating them from a single iambic trimeter, іп the sep. 
mon., II? 12664 (s. Ip.) (L.). 

A variant of the diple obelismene. It follows two poems (also with the word (93.0 
between them) on the sep. mon., II? 12318 (5. Шр.), and then the more elaborate 
tailed form appears after the third and final poem (a single line), cf. the photo- 
graph, Mnemosynon Theodor Wiegand plate 6.2. Cf. Wilhelm, Beitráge pp. 160— 
161. 

Variant of no.5 or a sigma placed on its side? It resembles the mark used oc- 
casionally in papyri to indicate short vowels (cf. Turner, GMAW p.14 and 
plates 15, 17, 58), but it is never used in this way in Attic inscriptions. Its normal 
function is to indicate abbreviations by being placed above the letters like the 
more frequent horizontal stroke (cf. 5.0122, no.4, p.104 infra). Such a mark 
is used in a nearly ornamental fashion to separate two names in lines 4 and 5 of 
Il? 3387 (ca. 128/9p.) ded., but in ib.1, 3, 6, 7 the asteriskos is used (cf. 
Graindor, Album plate 39, no.49) (there is now nothing on the stone in line 6 
where IG IP? records a sigma) (L.). 

Oblique line, normally used above last letter of abbreviations (cf. 5.0122, 
no.2, p. 104 infra). In the ded., II? 3648.1, 2 (s. Ip.), it surrounds abbreviated 
names much like a mark of punctuation: ---ІМ”Г/ФА), ?Т/ ФЛ, (L.). Cf. тфу 
W 1236162 (= Imagines? plate 52, no. 143) (fin. s. Пр.) ded.; here the mark 
is very small and thus difficult to distinguish from no. 12 infra. In the ded., 
II? 3187 (ca. 100p.), this sign appears to the right of lines 1-3, 6-8 (not just 
line 3 as in IG II2), and appears after the name "АсхАтрилн (before xai) in line 1, 
between two names in line 2 (L.); a similar use occurs in the other ded. of the 
same type, II? 3188 (ca. 100p.). ” (line 5, wrongly recorded as а діріс in IG I? 
text) and the unique occurrence of no. 19 infra enclose a name in the ded., II? 
3670 (ante 266/7 p.) (L.). This same sign occurs between patronymic (not ab- 
breviated) and following demotic in the eph. cat., II? 2052 (145/6p.), but only 
in lines 37 and 41; elsewhere (including ib. 38, where IG II? wrongly records 
this sign) dots and the diple are used; in ib. 41 the sign is slightly curved (L.). 
Variant of no.5 supra with the addition of seriphs. The form varies: for the most 
typical form, cf. Conze plate 471 (= II? 10385). In the ded., 12 3199 (s. Шр.), 
this sign has the normal form of a horizontal hasta with seriphs in lines 8 (before 
ту oxagny ávé8nxe, last words of the dedicatory text proper) and 10 (between 
ФАхй and an abbreviatory compendium for М№тооц), but in ib. 2 (between fj légeva 
and a name) the sign has much higher arms and looks almost like С turned on 
its side (L.). This sign is used before, above, and after a numeral in the ded., 
II? 3931.2 (s. Ір.), and between Ф4регїїс and Evexev in ib. 4 (this text also has 
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antisigma) (L.); between 6 бйшос and a name, II? 3800 (ante 128/9 p.) ded. (L.); 
after each metrical stichos, II? 10385 (s. І/ШІр.) sep. mon.; separating two 
names in II? 4174.3 (41 p.) ded. (this text has no. 5 supra elsewhere) (L.). For this 
sign as an abbreviation sign, cf. 5.0122, no. 6, p. 105 infra. 


Another variant of no.5 supra, also normally used with abbreviations (cf. 
5.0122, no.3, p.104 infra). But this sign occurs before and after the word 
"Авпуаїшу in the eph. cat., П22130.47 (192/3p.), a text which elsewhere 
employs it as an abbreviatory sign (cf. Kern plate 47). The sign occurs after a 
numeral in the ded., II? 3287.B 5 (124/5 p.) (not recorded in IG II? text); for the 
dot (uncertain) before the numeral, cf. 5.022, p. 115 infra (L.). 


The diple in various unusual positions. The first form occurs in the eph. cat., 
II? 2052.90 (145/6 p.), although elsewhere this text has dots, ‹ (cf. no.2 supra), 
and once no. 7 supra (L.). The second form of this sign (also rarely used for 2, 
the abbreviation for the patronymic when the name is the same as the son's, cf. 
5.0123 infra) is said to occur at the end of each line of the ded., II? 3012 
(158/9 р.). The third form occurs at the ends of lines 15 (after 2фаціос) and 19 
(after Аоюббеос) in the eph. cat., II? 2001 (s. Ip.), a text which elsewhere has 
varying forms of the antisigma (cf. no. 1 supra), dots, and no. 15 infra (L.); it is 
also used to separate names in'the eph. cat., II? 2037.23, 24, 25, 28 (cf. Graindor, 
Album plate 34, no.42). The fourth form occurs before the demotic in the 
second line of the sep. mon., II? 6856 (s. П/Шр.), with > in ib. 1 (both wrongly 
recorded as antisigmata by IG II?) (L.). 


Separates --|оуоцефс from ёх T--- іп ІІ? 5604.2 (= IG Ш, no. 1562) (s. Пр.) 
sep. mon., thus keeping the two names distinct (L., mark wrongly omitted from 
IG II? text). Cf. II? 2221, cited p.90 supra. 


Variant of the dot, a minute vertical stroke. Cf. AJP 6 (1885) p.1 (— II? 1969); 
Graindor, Album plate 34, no.42 (= I? 2037.12ff., wrongly transcribed as 
dots in IG II? text). Often hard to distinguish from the dot. To separate names, 
etc. in II? 1969 (45/6 p.) eph. cat. in lines 6, 7, 10, dots in lines 5, 8, 9, 10 of the 
same text; this mark follows the names of months in the eph. cat., II? 2037.12 ff. 
(125/6 p.). When such marks are slanted they become no. 7 supra. 


This sign occurs between two names in the eph. cat., II? 2226.10 (wrongly 
recorded as a sigma by IG II?) (ca. 218/9 p.) (L.); the mark is much smaller than 
the letters, the size of the sigma used as punctuation (cf. no. 1 supra). This same 
sign is used with an abbreviation in the eph. cat., II? 2076.11 (cf. 5.0122, no. 5, 
p.105 infra). The reverse of this sign (i.e. opening to the left instead of the 
right) is used for the abbreviatory sign for the patronymic in II? 2052.79; the 
sign itself, but letter-sized, is used for the patronymic abbreviation in II? 3683 
(cf. 5.0123, p.106 infra). Both these signs look like variations of the sigma 
and antisigma formed by breaking the semi-circle at the middle. 

The peculiar bracket-like sign occurs only once, before a numeral in the eph. cat., 
II? 2058.6 (146/7р. aut paulo post) (L.); the numeral has the horizontal line 
used with numerals above it and is followed by a small antisigma and then by 
a dot, not in mid-line but placed at the level of the bottoms of the letters. This 
sign might be two antisigmata placed on top of one another. 


14) 5,2 


15) +, X 


16) =, d 


17) 3,7 


18): (69 


19) % 


20) È 
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Either a combined sign made up of sigma and antisigma or an upright version 
of no.9 supra. It occurs after a name in the fr. of an eph. cat., П? 1994.7 (са. 
80 p.) (L.); it occurs both before and after ФЛ, KA, аз well as between words 
in the ded., II? 4073.5, 6, 11, 13 (ante 160p.) (L.). The somewhat larger second 
form occurs after line 31 of the сас, 112 2361 (init. s. Шр.) (cf. Graindor, 
Album p. 63). 

This mark occurs at least once with abbreviations in II? 2076, cf. 5.0122, no. 5, 
p.105 infra. Note ornamental use of this sign at end of IP 2221, cited 
p. 90 supra. 


А wavy line roughly the height of three lines of text occurs іп the left margin of 
the pryt. cat., II? 1776.27—29 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 56, по. 72) (169/70 p.) 
(L.). Such a mark is recorded to the left of subject headings in the eph. сас., 
II? 2106.7, 22, 27 (ca. 178/9 p.). These signs are doubtless a stylized form of the 
coronis comparable to that found in some papyri, cf. Turner, GMAW p. 122 and 
facing plate, nos. 72—73. 


These occur in the eph. cat., II? 2001 (в. Ip.); the first form after Ефоллас іп 
line 14, after KA in ib. 19, after Ебтохос in ib. 21, after the last name in ib. 24; 
the second form after Хлефамос іп ib. 18, before "АХолос ib. 24 (L.) (cf. this 
text in nos. 1, 10). This sign is recorded in the ded., II? 3584.2 (117—118 p.), but 
what actually occurs on the stone is an antisigma with the two hastae crossed 
and extended slightly at their point of juncture; the sign also occurs after тўс in 
ib. 3 (L.). 


These are doublings of nos. 5 and 8 supra and occur only in the eph. cat., II? 1996 
(84/5—92/3 p.), the first form after the abbreviated name “Тєр in line 213, the 
second to the left о  Верүдчос in ib. 195 (L.). 


The first form is probably just another stylized form of the antisigma; it sepa- 
rates words іп the sep. mon., II? 9446 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 31, по.39) 
(ca. 140 p.). The somewhat similar second mark occurs before names of phylai 
in the eph. cat., II? 2191 (ca. 200p.), although it was omitted in line 52 (for a 
drawing, cf. T. Combe, A Description of the Ancient Marbles in the British 
Museum 2 [London, 1815] plate 36); perhaps another stylized coronis (cf. 
no. 14 supra). 


Composed of the antisigma and no.6 supra above and below it. Used purely 
decoratively in II? 3933.2 (cf. p.90 supra); it occurs several times in the eph. 
cat, 122065 (150/1p.), but always in a slightly varying form, cf. lines 21, 
25, 28, 48, 49, etc. (L.). 


This strange mark apparently occurs only once: no.7 supra (line 5, wrongly 
recorded as a diple in IG II? text) and this mark (line 7) enclose a name in the 
ded., H? 3670 (ante 266/7 p.) (L.). 


Three dots or tricolon. Occurs twice in a late ded., IP? 5208 (ca. 400p.): 
Фаібоос | 7одоу | Ilawrvubg : ёлоїє | (cf. Graindor, Album plate 88, 
no.112). This sign disappears early from the papyri; Turner cites only one 
papyrus, of the early third century B.C., which still employs it (сі. GMAW p. 10 
and note 2). 
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21) 1 Double dot or dicolon. Rare in inscriptions of the Roman Period. Cf. @edqthog : 
Titov : Zovvuüg II? 7435 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon. (L.); between a name and 
following patronymic in larger letters in the eph. cat., Il? 2133.14 (paulo post 
192/3 p.) (L.); in these two texts the dots are widely spaced, about on a level with 
the.tops and bottoms of adjacent letters. : occurs at the end of a hexameter (also 
the end of a physical line on the stone) in the sep. mon., IP? 12617.2 (s. ПЛПр.) 
(L.). : is said to occur in mid-line in the lost sep. mon., IP. 11157.10 (s. Шр.); and 
in the lost ded., II? 4098.5 (aet. Rom.?). A widely spaced dicolon is recorded 
between two names іп the ded., II2 3012.2 (158/9p.), which elsewhere makes 
extensive use of the single dot. There is no trace of a dicolon in II? 3705.3 (ca. 
250p.) (L.), II? 3620.11, 15 (really antisigma іп 11, по. 12 іп 15) (177-180р.) 
(L.) dedications. In the sep. mon., II? 11492 (s. Пр.), the : can be confirmed after 
Calpurnio in the Latin section of the text, but not elsewhere; in the Greek text 
occur ‹ and: (cf. nos. 2, 3 supra) (L.). 


4.03 Other types of punctuation: diaeresis, spiritus asper, etc. 


Punctuation of this type does not appear in Attic inscriptions until the Roman 
Period, chiefly after 100 A.D.; only the diaeresis is frequent. 


4.031 Diaeresis 


Attested rarely in the early Roman Period, the diaeresis or trema is common in the 
second century A.D. and later. It occurs in both public (decrees, eph. and pryt. 
catalogs, dedications) and private (dedications; sep. monuments) texts. It is normally 
used with iota, rarely with upsilon, and once with intervocalic omicron. Turner (Lit. 
infra) distinguishes between the ‘organic’ use to separate vowels which do not go 
together in a cluster, e.g. єблоас, vióc, iegeóc, Movvuxuva б бохоу, тобто їс, etc., 
and the ‘inorganic’ use, when the diaeresis merely points out a vowel as an aid to the 
reader, usually at the beginning or end of a word, e.g. Aoc 'I[oóxov]ooc, хобеос 
їреоюу, oneg réog, etc.; beginning a new line, їубаХџа, То(борос, etc. There 
are also a few peculiar cases (cf. no.7 infra) and the diaeresis may be doubled, e.g. 
róg, 9%0с (cf. no. 5). In cases like vids, Тиміїїос, l'éioc, Kvivtoc, etc. itis by no means 
certain that the diaeresis indicates that the iota was a separate vowel from those on 
both sides of it (or that Kvivt- was pronounced as two syllables rather than as [ky!nt-]), 
cf. nos.2, 3 infra. A given text may use the diaeresis in several different ways, and 
within a single text the diaeresis does not necessarily appear in all the places where it 
might be expected. In the Greek papyri from Egypt the diaeresis is first encountered in 
the second century B.C., but it is not frequent until the second century A.D. Its use in 
the papyri does not differ significantly from that in Attic inscriptions (cf. Turner, Lit. 
infra). 


Lit.: MS? p. 13, notes 60-61; Wilhelm, Beiträge pp. 161—162; Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2 pp.563— 
564; Turner, GMAW p. 12 and note 2. 
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Examples (in this section accents and breathings have been omitted over vowels with”): 


Typical appearance: Usually two dots placed above the iota, upsilon or omicron: е. р. Imagines? 
plate 51, no. 142 (= Il? 2193); plate 53, no. 145 (= 1I? 3764.1, 7); Graindor, Album plate 55, 
no.71 (— II? 2097); etc. Sometimes the two dots may be on either side of the letter rather than 
above it, usually at the level of the tops of the letters, e.g. II? 2130.4 (cf. Kern plate 47); ІР 
1824.5 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 75, по.95); etc.; or slightly below the level of the tops of the 
letters, e.g. П? 1368.88 (cf. Imagines? plate 50, no.138). Published texts of inscriptions are 
frequently inaccurate in such cases. In the examples in nos. 1—7 infra no effort has been made to 
indicate the position of `` in relation to the lettering. The diaeresis occasionally has a form other 
than the usual `°: 


— (simple horizontal stroke above the letter, cf. 5.0122, по. 1) &їйё&ро\с (scanned ----) ІР 
12664.2 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.). Found in papyri of Roman times, cf. Gignac p. 205, note 1. 

m (hasseriphs, cf. 5.0122, no. 6) "Автуаїба II? 3594.3 (ante 150p.) ded. (L.). 

~ (wavy line, variant of -, cf. 5.0122, no.3) ‘Tralov (after a vowel) II? 1794.2 (180/1 p.) pryt. 
cat. (L.). ! 

* (single point, frequent as punctuation) “Аттахоф (followed by a vowel), Maga8ovtoo (fol- 
lowed by a consonant) II? 4063.2, 3 (ante са. 135 p.) ded. (L., cf. Imagines? plate 49, no. 135). 
The single point over upsilon is combined with "| over iota in vids in a ded. (priv.) found in the 
cave of Pan оп Mt. Parnes, after a consonant, cf. АЕ 1918, p.24, no. 12 and fig. 15 (= ІР 
4831.7) (s. IV p.) (this part of the text is not metrical, cf. A. Wilhelm, AE 1924, p.59). For 
the usual 0066, cf. no. 5 infra. The single point also in papyri, cf. Gignac p. 205, note 1. 


Types of use (where texts are metrical the scansion is indicated): 


1) (еоес, tegopavmes, etc. Неге the diaeresis seems to separate the 1 from the following e, 
for it is used without consideration of whether the preceding word ends in a vowel or a con- 
sonant. Cf. Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.381ff., lines 17 (= 1I? 1092A.17), 27, 45, 49, 50, 52, 54 
(= IP 1092B.8, 26, 30, 31, 33, 35) (after preceding vowel only in line 27 [= ІР 1092В.8)) (са. 
165p.) decree; it also has (egeóc several times without a diaeresis, apparently always after a 
consonant (cf. this text also in nos. 3, 4 infra); II? 1368.61, 67, 77, 85, 88, 92, etc. (са. 162/3 p.) 
Iobacchi regulations, legetc often without diaeresis; the diaeresis is not always used when the 
preceding word ends іп a vowel, cf. 6 їєрЕбс in line 107, but ó tegets ib. 111 (L.) (cf. this text also 
in nos. 4, 5 infra); отабіоіс їєроїс ПІ? 2193.2 (not recorded in IG II?) (198/9-205/6р., cf. 
Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. (L.) (cf. this text also in nos. 2, 3, 4 infra); II? 2342.20 (ca. 
300p.) cat., after vowel; II? 4841.9 (fin. s. IVp.) ded. (priv.) after consonant (cf. no.3); IP 
1824.5 (post 216p.) pryt. cat., after a consonant (L.); їєрбу GVI 1, p.380, no. 1282 (= IG III, 
no. 1383) (5. ШЛУр.) sep. mon., after a consonant (L.). 

The same type of separation of initial ı from following vowel occurs in ‘TovAvog II? 2106.9 
(са. 178/9 p.) eph. cat.; and іп ióflaxxoc, frequent after both vowels and consonants іп II? 1368 
just cited (1(9Ваххос also frequently without diaeresis after both vowels and consonants). 

Cf. spellings like elegopavins, eiégua, and Еіобмос in 9.024, nos. 15, 38, 25, p.201 infra; 
cf. 27.01, pp. 392—393 infra. 


2) Diaeresis on internal (/У. У. Here the diaeresis in some cases certainly separates the three 
vowels into three separate syllables; cf. the following metrical examples: 

лйтофїе IP 3158.1 (s. Ip.) ded. (cf. 31.00 infra). 

ӨєосхеЛоу II? 3674.1 (s. ШШр.) ded. 
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dyXata IP 3118.10 (s. Пр.) ded. (L.). 
Зройос II? 13161 а (in add.).3 (s. Шр.?) sep. mon. (L.), for oia а!0ёрос ib. 7, cf. no.7 infra. 


Comparable cases in prose texts: “Аутиуобауу II? 2089.7 (162/3 aut 164/5 p.) eph. cat. (cf. this 
text in no. 4 infra); Лоїаубс II? 1817.29 (paulo ante 220/1 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); ebmotiag II? 1824.2 
(post 216p.) pryt. cat. (cf. 17.0214, no.5, p.333 infra). But in other cases it seems unlikely 
that the diaeresis over the iota really separates it from the vowels on both sides of it. Metrical 
examples make it clear that the spellings vidc, velóc were disyllabic, cf. viéa (~y) II? 3743.4 (post 
158/9p.) ded. The same sort of thing may be the explanation for ФоутЦіоу, where the metre 
demands ФоусфоУ, in а sep. mon. of са. 200 A.D., II? 5935 + Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, 
no.71. Here the diaeresis perhaps indicates that the iota is not silent after eta as it normally 
would be at this time; the pronunciation might be [p'on-te.-on] or (р/оп-геюп| rather than 
[p’on-te-i-on]. Although it is uncertain, it seems likely that this text reflects the normal pronun- 
ciation rather than a metrical license. Similar cases in prose: Тіу(іоу II? 2097.6 (169/70р.) eph. 
cat., Mátog ib. 13, 244 (cf. Graindor, Album p.47, no. 71) (cf. this text in nos. 3, 6 infra); Гбїос 
12 2106.9 (ca. 178/9р.) eph. cat.; Patou II? 2193.7 (198/9-205/6р., cf. Graindor, Album p.55 
and for the diaeresis plate 69) eph. cat., viol ib. 9 (this text also іп nos. 1, 3, 4) (L.). For ids, 
%їбс, cf. no.5 infra. EI for v also occurs in these words, cf. Paes, Порлііа (cf. 9.024, 
p. 200 infra); әгібс (cf. 18.011, p. 342 infra). 


3) Diaeresis over internal 1/У. С. Here the diaeresis usually separates iota from the pre- 
ceding vowel: meguiédwow Hesperia 21 (1952) pp. 381ff., line 42 (= II? 1092B.23) (ca. 165p.) 
decree (cf. this text also in nos. 1, 4); дової, IP 1782.48 (177/8р.) pryt. cat.; IIvoAeuaióoc 
II? 2097.74 (169/70 p.) eph. cat. (cf. this text іп nos. 2, 6); |40Еоус C~) II? 3606.18 (ca. 175 p.) 
ded., a trace of a diaeresis visible on stone in 'AXxatónv ib. 2? (L.) (cf. this text in no.4 infra); 
байдас (u) Il? 4841.8 (fin. s. IVp.) ded. (priv.) (cf. no. 1 supra), but бадойхос ib. 9, no 
diaeresis іп Васідтідос (five syllables) ib.7 (cf. 31.00, p.411 infra); xAnitetar C——) ІР 
10826.6 (з. Шр.) sep. mon. (cf. 23.011b/c, p.371 infra). But in the spelling Zo]tAoc, cf. 
Il? 2130.28 (192/3 p.) eph. cat., the diaeresis could indicate that the v is not silent after w as it 
usually is, i.e. [zo'-los], supported by the spelling Zoidog (cf. 12.012, no.2, p.229); but cases 
of 7оғі3ос might support a trisyllabic Лаос (cf. 9.024, рр.200-201, 31.00, p.412). The 
function of the diaeresis in Kvivrov, cf. II? 2193.7 (198/9—205/6p., cf. Graindor, Album 
p.55 and for the diaeresis plate 69) eph. cat. (L.), is also doubtful. If the use of the diaeresis is 
analogous to that in vióc it might merely indicate iota is not silent, and the Kvi- might have been 
pronounced as а diphthong similar to the [i] of French lui, or even as (ІСІ). But it is also possible 
that the Latin sound was difficult for Greeks and actually Hellenized as [ky-i]. (This text also in 
nos. 1, 2, 4). 


4) Diaeresis over initial 1, previous word ending іп a vowel: тобто іс Hesperia 21 (1952) 
pp.381ff., line 26 (= H? 1092 B.7) (са. 165 p.) decree (this text also in nos. 1, 3); тә tondtovov 
II? 1368.61, 103 (ca. 162/3p.) lobacchi regulations (cf. nos. 1, 5); їцертої H? 2193.7 (198/9— 
205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph. cat., то iS% ib. 11 (not printed in IG IP) (L.) (cf. this 
text also in nos. 1, 2, 3 supra); Яооходооц II? 1825.36, II? 1826.6 (both post ca. 217 p.) (L.) pryt. 
catalogs; cf. їубадціа (begins new line) II? 12142.4 (в. Шр.) sep. mon. 

Kirchner's interpretation of line 17 of the ded. of ca. 175 p., ІІ? 3606 (also in no.3 supra), is 
quite absurd (as pointed out again by Peek, cf. AM 67 [1942] p.47, no.65); read: 'Okvunio 
ipao (= elpao ‘in respect to their garments’) хобробс. The presence of the diaeresis is, how- 
ever, doubtful: I could see no trace of it on the stone when I examined it (L.). 
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Diaeresis over initial 1, previous word ending in a consonant: iva, tows IP? 2291b.3, 5 (fin. 
s. Пр.) oration of ephebes; ішгіооу (---) ІІ? 12473 (s. ШЛУр.) sep. топ.; То{бооос II? 
2089.42 (162/3 aut 164/5 p.) eph. cat. (cf. this text in no.2); "I[oóxov]oog II? 2130.4 (192/3 p.) 
eph. cat. (cf. no.3). 


5) Diaeresis over v: xai ó 9фоісас II? 1368.79 (са. 162/3 р.) Iobacchi regulations (cf. in nos. 1, 
4 supra) (L.); Фолео Өлботцс IP 4514.25 (ca. 150p.) ded. (priv.) (L.); Veg 12 3632.24 (not іп 
IG IP? text, but very clear on the stone) (post 150p.) ded. (L.); 0165 II? 3764.7 (ca. 217/8р.) ded. 
(= Imagines? plate 53, по. 145); also bid, 'Avruxob, Масабдоміо?, cf. p.95 supra. 


6) Diaeresis over o: Mouvigidva 6 бохоу 12 2097.25 -26 (169/70р.) eph. cat. (also used 
with iota, cf. по. 2 supra), cf. Graindor, Album plate 55, no. 71. 


7) Alleged instances of a diaeresis to split diphthongs artificially in poetical texts could not be 
confirmed. There is no trace of a diaeresis as recorded in лодеї in the sep. mon., II? 13161a (in 
add.).4 (в. Шр.?) (L.); either the stone has suffered further damage since publication, а fact which 
must be regarded as very unlikely, or the reading is based on a misreading of a squeeze. The other 
two diaereses are quite clear on the stone: бцоцос in ib. 3, ota in ib. 7: in the latter case the 
scansion is uncertain, but oUale£ooc seems a more likely scansion than ӛгаі0 ос (а written 
against the metre іп oia by scriptio plena). There is not the slightest trace of a diaeresis оп the 
stone where ópàt (ол must be scanned as one syllable) has been recorded, cf. GVI 1, p.380, 
по.1282 (= ІС Ш, no.1383) вер. mon. (cf. no.1 supra), and damage to the stone makes it 
impossible to confirm the diaeresis recorded in dugot£gotc ib. 2, which is suspect; the uiv of 
the last line can be eliminated outright: the mark thought to be a diaeresis is nothing but a stray 
mark (L.). A photograph of this text is published as plate 5 of Мяетозупоп Theodor Wiegand. 
The doubling of the diaeresis in 9(9с, 0065 docs not split the two vowels of the diphthong vt, but 
the first diaeresis is that frequently used over initial v and v (cf. no. 5 supra), the second indicates 
that iota is not silent in the word (cf. no. 2 supra). 


4.032. Spiritus asper, apostrophe, coronis, accent marks 


Besides the diaeresis the lexical signs attested in Attic inscriptions are the spiritus 
asper, the apostrophe, one instance of an apostrophe used in conjunction with crasis 
(по. 16 infra) (coronis), and one case of а circumflex accent (по. 11). The spiritus 
asper and apostrophe are found as early as the first century A. D. and occur occasion- 
ally thereafter, almost always іп metrical texts (no. 8 and the uncertain по. 5 would be 
exceptions), usually sep. monuments, sometimes dedications. The two signs frequently 
occur in the same text, and the examples have therefore been combined here. These 
lexical signs are not used consistently throughout a given text. 

The engraving of the combination of the circumflex accent and the spiritus asper in 
no. 11 is clearly to prevent the reader from going astray, and this practice is similar to 
that seen in some papyri. It remains the only example in Attic inscriptions. There is no 
circumflex over the eta of ЕЕңс in the small fragment published by W. Peek in АМ 67 
(1942) p.72, no.126 (= ІСІ no.3970); what Peek read as an accent is only а 
fortuitous mark on the stone, cf. R.S. Stroud, Hesperia 41 (1972) p. 438. 


Lit.: Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 563—564; Handbuch (1914) pp. 301—302. 
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Examples (all lexical signs bave been omitted except tbose actually on tbe stone): 
1) тоб'єстим IP? 13131.5 (s. Ip.) sep. mon., but no apostrophe in ib. 3-4 (L.); 


2) бортту IP 12664.7 (з. Ip.) sep. mon., Bwotgest’n ib. 8, but elsewhere no breathings or 
apostrophes; the breathing has the form: ; has a diaeresis of an unusual form, cf. 4.031, 
p.95 supra (L.); 

3) e]v[0]a6* асас II? 131365 (in text) (s. II p.) sep. mon. (L.); 

4) амалдл)ваю" eva [vtovc II? 11040.2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); 

5) б av Теолаубоос II? 2270.6 (s. Пр.?) eph. cat.; 

6) óc IP 3662.9 (ca. 200p.) ded., elsewhere no breathings, e. g. in ib. 11; 

7) Фу I? 3714.12 (s. Шр.) ded., д'юоцетероюс ib. 13, фоугаүобтс ib. 16, but elsewhere no 
breathings or apostrophes; 

8) еубабеболуау II? 11551.8--9 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon. (not metrical) (L.); 

9) ће П2 5935 + Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, no.71, line 3 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon., 6 ib. 5, but 
Eoung ib. 5; has Dovmiov, cf. 4.031, no. 2, p.96 supra; 

10) S’ovop’eoxov II? 12617.2 (s. ПЛЇЇр.) sep. mon., оололотєуауто[у ib. 3, оолоте 8 ib. 7, 
but og £v in ib. 2; apostrophe has varying forms, viz.: A»O, МЕ, ТЕ, А” Н (L.); 

11) ol Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.246, line 15 (cf. Bulletin of the History of Medicine 7 [1939] 
pp.319, 322) (ca. 220p.) Serapion monument (originally published Hesperia 5 [1936] 
рр.91#.; cf. TAPA 71 [1940] р. 308) (for a photograph, cf. Hesperia 5, р. 96); 

12) 6 П2 3811.10 (ante 250 p.) ded., no other breathings; 

12 а) |о(о7о10ео06 II? 13161a(in add.).7 8. ш 4) sep. mon., the metre is uncertain, but 
oi'al6éooc is perhaps more likely than ot'al8époc and both would have a written by scriptio 
plena (сі. 4.031, no.7, p.97 supra); the apostrophe has not been previously recorded 
(1); 

13) óc IP 12473.1 (в. ШЛУр.) sep. mon., аў). бом ib. 5, elsewhere no breathings or apostrophes; 
has" in ipergev in ib. 2, cf. 4.031, no. 4, p.97 supra; 

14) € (for ў!) GVI 1, p.380, по. 1282 (= IG Ш no. 1383) (s. HI/IVp., probably later than the 
bounds of this book) sep. mon., ô ib. 5, elsewhere no breathings or apostrophes, but diaeresis 
occurs once, cf. 4.031, nos. 1, 7, pp.95 and 97 supra (for a photograph, cf. Mnemosynon 
Theodor Wiegand plate 5); 

15) аА II? 11952.10 (s. Vp., and thus later than the bounds of this book) sep. mon., фос 
ib. 4 (has the form: l), but no other breathings or apostrophes (L.); 

16) лаб IG Ш no. 1387.2 (= Kaibel no. 178) (s. IV p.? probably later than the bounds of this 
book) sep. mon., in ib. 3 a coronis indicating crasis: xávewoe (has the form: KAN) (for а 
drawing, cf. BCH 2 [1878] plate 1.10) (L.); 

17) тобеу Peek, AG 2 (1958) p. 64, no. 211, line 1 and plate 1.3 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

The existence of а diacritical mark may be doubted іп the ded., II? 3634 (post 150 p.), where 
the IG II? text prints O IX (— olc) at the end of line 4; the stone is now broken off: I could read 
only: бос б'ої с uev fiB[nv ос (L.). 

The diacritical signs are frequently omitted from the text in IG II?, Some of the examples cited 
by Larfeld must be rejected: e.g. in II? 3734 there is no apostrophe, but the mark is part of the 
letter A or А, cf. Graindor, Album plate 37, по.45; іп ІР 1113.14 the mark thought to be an 
apostrophe is a seriph. 
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5.00 Abbreviations, ligatures, numerals 
5.01 Abbreviations, ligatures, etc. 


5.011 In texts earlier than the Roman Period 


Apart from the acrophonic numerals and a few analogous cases (cf. 5.02) a de- 
veloped system of true abbreviations is absent from Attic stone inscriptions until the 
Roman Period. The phenomenon that does frequently occur, the-dropping of the last 
letter or letters of a word to save space, might better be called shortening or curtail- 
ment. This quite natural tendency can be seen developing quite early, i.e. in some 
of the early graffiti, e.g. Полотцос Поаоцеос) оп 12914.3 (= LSAG p.76, no.9, 
dated late seventh or early sixth century, although it should be put in the late sixth or 
early fifth); certain examples on archaic stone texts are lacking: perhaps the omission 
of the last letter of METAAE, not the last one in the line, in I? 530.3 (to accommodate 
syllabification?) falls into this category (cf. DAA p. 126). 

In public stone texts this type of shortening begins to appear just before the mid- 
fifth century, but remains rare until the last decade of it. There are a number of 
examples of shortened forms in the tribute lists; here lack of space is always the 
reason and the use of 5 after the shortened form is never attested: the correct reading 
of 12197.9 is MJEKYBEPNAHHH (although wrongly transcribed ATL 2 no.2, 
col.9, line 5), cf. ATL 1 p. 15, fig. 12 and the correct transcription on plate Ш. The 
remaining examples: 


ATL 2 no.2, col. 10.5, 6, 11 (= I? 197.9, 10, 15) (453/2); 

ATL 2 no. 9, col. 1.17; col. 2.27; col. 3.34 (= I? 199.17, 27, 34) (446/5); 

ATL 2 no. 10, col. 1.21; col. 2.24—5; col. 5.26 (— І? 200.16, 19, 20— 1) (445/4); 
ATL 2 no. 11, col. 1.23, 27, 28; col. 2.28 (= I? 201.28, 29) (444/3); 

ATL no.12, heading: EAEYZINI(OZ) (end of space); col.1.35 (= P 202.1, 35) 
(443/2); 

ATL по. 13, со]. 1.5, 36, 37; со1.3.17,35 (= I? 203.5, 17, 36, 37) (442/1); 

ATL по. 27, col. 2.19, 20, 22 (= Р 214.11, 12, 14) (428/7). 


Truncation because of lack of space is rare in the Attic Stelai of ca. 414: e. g. П|а|уа- 
Bevarx(ot) Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 21, ovógax(oc) ib. 225; сало(оі) 
Hesperia 22 p. 264, no.5, line 2; not, however, in Hesperia 22 p.268, no.6, line 118 
(= ІР 325.30) where the reading is Z])xapPovid[o]; in Hesperia 22 p.240, no. 1, line 95 
there was plenty of space, but the mason still carved xaAxó(c). 

Lack of space caused shortening to статбо(єс), xovoí(o) in I? 310.226, 227, ап 
inventory (429/8); тош, puAagy have been crammed into I? 950.42, 180, a cas. list 
(412/1, cf. SEG 21.127); probably also due to lack of space is the corrected reading 
лаоё (0015) Аоо:дёо. ӨунаЦтббей) хай of 12 304B.83, accounts of the tamiai of 
Athena for 407/6 (cf. W.K. Pritchett, The Choiseul Marble р. 8). 

Omission of c in I? 270.1 is probably just a clerical error. 
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The fully developed form of this device, with frequerit shortening of demotics and 
other repeated technical terms and indication of shortening by the interpunct (: or :) 
occurs in the large building inventories for the Erechtheum: cf. I? 373 (409/8) with 
frequent shortening of demotics and of olxóv to oix, ol, etc. followed by :; 12 374 
(408—406), with the same type of shortening indicated by :, but only after about line 
310; апа in a dedication by the prytaneis of Erechtheis dated 408/7, 12 398, which 
shows хадол:, ón£[v:] for хабдлеофе, блеуєобе; also T]uox:; abbreviations occur 
passim with no following punctuation іп ће cat., 12 1951 (406, cf. SEG 22.53). 

This developed use of shortening is not infrequent in the fourth century, where, 
however, it is confined to certain types of documents. Any kind of shortening is 
avoided by almost all the inventories of the tamiai of Athena, etc.; exceptions are 
JI? 1400 (390/89), II? 1443 (344/3), II? 1468 (321/0), with demotics shortened in the 
heading; II? 1477 (cf. Hesperia 40 [1971] p.448, по. 1) (303/2), IP 1487, II? 1492A 
(both fin. s. IVa.), with ота: or ота for отадроу; II? 1490.4 (fin. s. IVa.) with Хода: 
for Xohagyevs. But abbreviatory truncation is very frequent in the inventories (from 
the Acropolis) of Brauronian Artemis, e.g. II? 1515—1I? 1518 (all post 350) and of 
Asclepius, cf. 12 1533 (post 338/7), ІР 1534A (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118); in the later 
II? 1534 B (247/6) shortening still occurs, but no use of : is made. Shortening is com- 
mon in most of the catalogs of Attic manumissions, cf. Hesperia 28 (1959) рр.208Н. 
(= 12 15544.) (all ca. 330—320); іп the mine inventories of the poletai, II? 1582, 
Hesperia 19 (1950) pp.189ff. (some as early as ca. 350); іп the naval inventories, 
first in II? 1609 (ante 370/69) and II? 1611 (357/6); and in the two large building 
inventories, II? 1673 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) and II? 1672 (329/8); in other 
inventories of the 390s dealing with building, repairs, etc., cf. II? 1656--П? 1664; in 
the sacred calendar, BCH 87 (1963) pp.603ff. (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? 
p. 36, no. 18); in various types of catalogs, i.e. II? 1929 (init. s. IVa.), II? 1930 (383/2) 
liturgy catalogs; Agora 15, p.341, no.492, lines 127, 130 (= 1121697 + II? 1698 
+ 122372) (са. 370) cat.; II? 1706 (fin. s. Ша.) archon catalog; II? 1742 (370/69?) 
pryt. cat.; II? 2345 (ante 350) list of thiasotai. 

In decrees the shortened forms normally occur only in lists, usually appended to the 
text, e.g. II? 102 (са. 370), II? 124 (357/6), II? 230 (са. 341), II? 417 (post 330), 
II? 478 (305/4), II? 787 (236/5), II? 791 (247/6), Agora 15, p.120, no. 129 (= II? 848) 
(222/1), 12901 (ca. 185/4), П2 1028 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), II? 1039 (79/8, cf. 
SEG 22.110), II? 1036 (108/7), II? 1152 (fin. s. IV a.?) decree (tribe); or occasionally 
in preambles, e.g. II? 220.4 (344/3), II? 360.2, 4, 46 (325/4), II? 336.25, аб (334/3); 
IT? 399.4 (320/19); 112 450.10 (314/3), II? 502 (list in the preamble) (302/1), 112 796 
(305/4) (same); II? 1190 (post 350) decree (deme). Unusual: ІІ? 1261.16 (302/1) 
decree (thiasotai) брах(рбс) because of space, but xovó ib. 21, Модобоб ib. 24 are 
not due to lack of space, cf. 13.03, p.258 (L.); II? 1335.19, 21 (103/2) decree 
(sabaziastai), early cases of уе(фтеоос), лрей(ВОтЕрос), common in Roman times. 
Not common in dedications or sep. monuments, the shortened forms (usually of 
demotics) occur occasionally, e.g. II? 2814 (ante 350), II? 2967.5 (ca. 350), II? 3105 
(= Reinmuth p.51, по. 13) (329/8 aut 324/3), 122932 (342/1), II? 2859 (s. Ша.) 
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dedications; II? 6117 (са. 400), ЇЇ 6597 (ante 350), 112 6826/7 (ca. 350), П2 6932 
(ca. 350) sep. monuments. The shortening is common in two types of private docu- 
ments in which spatial considerations are paramount: mortgage texts, e.g. II? 2654, 
Ii? 2649, ЇР 2662, 12 2719, II? 2723, IP? 2761—2; and dikasts’ pinakia, cf. II? 1835— 
II? 1923 (400—350). 

Many texts make no use of interpuncts to point out the shortened forms, while 
others use them sporadically, cf. II? 124, II? 336a, II? 1492 A, 1121556, II? 1609, 
II? 1611, II? 2345, etc.; interpuncts are not normally used with abbreviatory shorten- 
ings after the first half of the third century, cf. 4.013, p.84 supra. 

Other means of abbreviation are very unusual in this period: II? 3424 (fin. s. IVa.) 
ded., has Ке" and Кера“ for Kegapéwv. But M. Lang's interpretation of KVEI- 
ФІОМТІ as KAeutopave іп an early fifth-century B.C. graffito seems unlikely to 
be right, whether a careless omission or an abbreviation, cf. Agora 21, p.9, no. B6; 
probably a new name КХемрбуу occurs here, KAet- (cf. КАғісофос) + -ффу (as in 
ХтасирӨу, Тофбу, etc); cf. KAeup@ooa ІС XII, suppl. p.92, nos.1123, 1190 
(brought to my attention by Volkmar Schmidt). For abbreviations like X = хоўс, 
K = хотол, etc., cf. 5.021, p. 112 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.8, notes 33-35; Larfeld, Handbuch (1914) рр.275-281, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 513— 
537 (with extensive lists of examples). 


5.012 Abbreviations in the Roman Period 


The treatment of the system of abbreviations in use in Attic inscriptions of the Roman Period 
may be divided into the following sections: 

5.0121 Abbreviation of personal names, demotics, and other frequently repeated words 
through dropping of one or more letters at the end; to this practice, a continuation of practices 
familiar in pre-Roman texts, is added frequent use of Roman abbreviations for personal names, 
e.g. KA, AYP, etc., although these names too are frequently truncated іп the Greek manner, 
e.g. KAA, KAAY, KAAYA, etc. 

5.0122 Abbreviatory signs. Abbreviations of all types are frequently indicated by a special 
lexical sign, e.g. AYP, AYP’, АҮР-, etc. 

5.0123-5.0124 True abbreviatory symbols occur іп a few cases. The only common опе is the 
symbol for a patronymic the same as the name of the son (5.0123). 

5.0125 Use of ligatures and compendia. 


5.0121 Abbreviations in use 


Throughout the Roman Period, especially in catalogs, names, demotics, patro- 
nymics, and other frequently repeated words are often abbreviated by shortening in 
the same way as in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, cf. e.g. П? 1077, decree; 
II? 1996, II? 2017, II? 2019, II? 2020, II? 2035, II? 2098, II? 2237, II? 2243, II? 2245, 
etc., eph. catalogs; II? 1776, II? 1781, II? 1782, ІІ? 1803, etc., pryt. catalogs. This 
system is greatly expanded by the importation of many Roman names. The more or 
less standard Roman abbreviations such as Г, Т, M, AYP, ФА, II, A, KA, etc. are 
very frequent, but the Greek system of truncation is also widely employed, producing 
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variants such as АҮ, KAA, KAAY, KAAYA, AIAI, КОРЫ, ГА, etc. Abbreviated 
Roman names of all sorts are the only types of abbreviation common in dedications 
and sep. monuments. Such abbreviations are especially frequent after the beginning 
of the second century A.D., but are also found earlier, e.g. 124126 (non ante 14); 
12 4938 (init. s. Ip.); 12 3261 (14-37р.); II? 3185 (са. 50р.); II? 3449 (ca. 50р.); 
I? 3927 (са. 50р.); 12 3538 (aet. Neronis); II? 3280 (66—68p.); II? 4203 (s. Ip.); 
II? 4481 (85/6—94/5 p.); 12 1975 (40—54p.); II? 1976 (40-54р.); I 1996 (84/5- 
92/3p.); II? 2001 (з. Ip.); П2 6683 (s. Ір.); etc. In decrees and imperial letters ab- 
breviations are less frequent, but they are not avoided in giving names, in lists ap- 
pended at the end, in dates, etc., e.g. II? 1073, II? 1075, IP 1077, II? 1103, IP 1091, 
II? 1368, etc. 

In addition to the foregoing abbreviations which are typical and frequent, Roman 
texts also occasionally offer others more unusual. Cf. ХОР for Хороо in the financial 
doc., II? 2776 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476), not far from the sort of 
abbreviatory shortening found in inventories of the Classical Period, but that text 
also has * (— denarius) and a complicated system of symbols for various monetary 
units (cf. 5.0124, p.107 infra) and uses a ligature Ñ (= убумєтаї биоб) as a sign 
for total sums (cf. 5.0125, p.109 infra). A series of imperial letters of ca. 175 A.D. 
uses хо as an abbreviation for хобльотос, a device found elsewhere, cf. 6 хо 'Hodióng 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., lines E24, E42, E49, E90; тоб хо dvdods ib. E82; 
тӛу xo Kowtüov ib. E42; note the writing out of the phrases 6 хобллотос дуйо, тоб 
хоатіотох Фубодс in ib. АЗ, C17, C12. The letters KE NO ӨЕ AAPIANOY appear 
at the top of an edict of Hadrian, 112 1100 (ca. 124p.); probably for хє(фбХола) 
vo(uo)8e(o(ac) “Aðgravoŭ, although vó(uov) Өє(09) might also be possible, but not 
vó(uov) Oc(uotórov), cf. J.H. Oliver, The Ruling Power (= Transactions of the 
American Philosophical Society 43 (19531) p.961. Cf. EN = ё(отОу in the sep. mon., 
II? 6865.5 (s. Шр.); ӨК = Өєоїс хатаухбоуіоіс, II? 13225 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
AIAAOC (= бібаахадос) II? 2221.74 (217/8 aut paulo post) eph. cat. In the ded., 
II? 4513, read «ágiot(ov, not K’Aguotiov. 

For ligatures, compendia, etc., cf. 5.0125 infra. 

Lit: Larfeld, Handbuch (1914) pp.276—280; Handbuch 2.2, pp.521—533; Avi-Yonah, 
Abbreviations. 


5.0122 Marks to indicate abbreviation 


After 100 A.D. and rarely in the first century A.D. abbreviated forms are often 
accompanied by a lexical sign which indicates their abbreviated character. By far the 
most common of these signs is a horizontal line placed above all or some of the letters 
of the abbreviation, and most of the other signs are probably variants of this horizontal 
stroke, although some of them are normally placed slightly to the right of the ab- 
breviation rather than above it (but at the level of the tops of the letters, not in mid-line 
like most true punctuation). These signs of abbreviation are often used in conjunction 
with interpuncts and punctuation to produce almost decorative combinations, e.g. 
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“АҮР-, »AYP», etc.; or sometimes the punctuation is only оп one side of the ab- 
breviation: T», “А, etc. But many abbreviations with signs of the type being discussed 
here do not have other punctuation, e.g. Av, АҮР”, АТА, etc., just as there аге ab- 
breviations with punctuation only and no special signs of the sort treated here, e.g. 
“ФАЛ, T», «АҮР,, etc., and still others with neither type of lexical sign, e.g. AYP,T, A, 
etc. Many texts contain more than one of these possibilities. To cite only a few 
examples: 
АХАР», ФА»,›Г›, , ТІ, КО, М, KA, КАЛ, II? 2058 (146/7 p. aut paulo post) (L.); 
КА», ТМ, КНФ, DAY, ВОНАРО”, МОҮМР, <ФА>, MI, MA, IOYA, IOYA, etc. ІІ? 2068 
(155/6p.) (L.); НИ 2 
УМ,АҮР, AYP, AYP, AYP, AYP^, KAQA, AIA”, YBA, ҮВА, etc. II? 2239 (238/9- 
243/4р.) (L.). 


The distinction between signs which serve only to point out abbreviations and normal 
punctuation is in a few cases difficult to draw. Thus in rare instances the dot or diple 
in AYP-, AIA, etc. might have been intended by the writer to point up the abbre- 
viation, although these signs are normally not used for this purpose by themselves, 
and such cases have not been included here among the examples. But in general the 
signs of abbreviation are quite distinct from punctuation: the most common types are 
not used except with abbreviations (cf. nos. 1—2 infra) and their placement above 
letters (or at the right of letters but at the level of the tops of the letters) is also found 
only with abbreviations. 


Illustrative examples of lexical signs used with abbreviations: 


1) - Horizontal line above the letters. It may extend over one or тоге letters of the ab- 
breviation, or, less often, it may be repeated over individual letters of the abbre- 
viation. Probably derived from the paragraphos. 

Typical appéarance: Graindor, Album plate 53, no. 68 (= II? 2068); plate55, no.70 
(= II? 2086); plate 55, по.71 (= II? 2097); plate 56, no.72 (= II? 1776); plate 62, 
по.78 (= II? 2119); plate 64, по.81 (= ІІ? 2113); plate 71, no.90 (= II? 2199); 
plate 75, no.96 (= II? 2227); plate 81, по. 103 (= 112 2243). With the addition of 
pronounced seriphs the mark becomes no. 6 infra, from which it is sometimes hard to 
distinguish. Nos. 2—4, 7 are also variants of this sign. It may occur along with other 
signs in the same text (cf. nos. 2, 6 infra). 

Generally used with self-evident abbreviations: Roman names, truncated demotics, 
numerals, NE, М, ПР, etc. E.g.: А Порлўоу II? 4203 (s. Ip.) ded. (L.); ); АЇК( мог) 
II? 4067 (ante 150p.) ded. (L.); KA ІР 2001.4 (s. Ip.) eph. cat. cat. (L. ); €P ЕБІН 2 2058.6 
(146/7р. aut paulo post) eph. cat., but D» in line 8 (L); ФЛА, ОРФ, ПОМ ІР 
2097.13, 30, 33, etc. (169/70р.) eph. саг: ZOY(vweóc), ПЕЦошедс) II? 2127 (190— 
200p.) eph. cat; ЛАМ(лтоєбс), ФАЛ(поєбс) 12 2193.44, 146 (198/9—205/6 p., 
cf. Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. (L.); ГАР(үўтиос) II? 2197.15 (paulo post 
200p.) eph. cat.; ҮВА(ӛте), AYP II? 2239.11, 15, etc. (238/9—243/4 p.) eph. cat., 
peculiar placement іп АТАГ in line 184, elsewhere AYP, KA, ФЛ, AYP“, AIA“ 
(L) ФАДОҮМЕК(оу) Il? 2082.31 (post 150p.) eph. cat. (L.); [MOl(ooyévovc) 
ФҮЛА(оюсД II? 2237.6 (all this line and the following one in erasure) (230—235 p.) 
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2) А 


3) - 


4) » 
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eph. cat. (L.); with numerals: тФу Ф Hesperia 40 (1971) p.315, по.12 (178/9— 
179/80р.) ded.; I? 2086 (163/4p.) eph. cat.; П2 2119 (180/1—191/2p.) eph. сас; 
etc. МТ(өфтеоос) II? 1996.8 (84/5 —92/3 p.) eph. cat. (L.); КЕ(Фтерос) ІР 2012 (s. Ip.) 
eph. cat.; N(edtegos) II? 2059.55 (са. 147/8 p.) eph. cat. (L.); etc. 

Peculiar use over unabbreviated form: ОНӨЕМ (bar over eta and theta only) IP 
2237.78 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); cf. ZOITYPOY II? 2059.122 (са. 147/8р.) eph. 
cat. (L.). 

Earliest occurrences: Г. 12 2891.2 (cf. Graindor, Album plate 14, no.20) (40/1— 
53/4p.) ded.; ТІВ 112 2894.1 (fin. s. Ip.) ded.; A IP 4203 (s. Ip.) ded. (L); KA 
П2 2001.4 (s. Ip.) eph. cat. (L.); М, KA IP? 1996.8, 106 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat. 
(L.); etc. 

Oblique line of varying size directly to the right of the top of the last letter of the 
abbreviation or immediately above it; normally points towards the right, e.g. /. 
Probably a variant of the preceding. 

Typical appearance: Graindor, Album plate 55, по. 70 (= II? 2086); plate 62, no. 78 
(= II? 2119.169, elsewhere no. 1 in this text); plate 82, no. 104 (= ІІ? 2245); plate 81, 
по. 103 (= 12 2243). Exceptionally pointing up to the left, II? 2039.23 (126/7p.) 
eph. cat., has seriphs ib. 13, 22 $ (L.). Sometimes hooked, TIÉ II? 2243.50 (post 
243/4р.) eph. cat. (L.), but has its normal form in line 68; 2 2039.26 (126/7 р.) 
eph. cat. (L.). 

Used with abbreviations, especially names and demotics, after 100 A.D.; frequently 
occurs along with other signs in the same text (cf. nos. 1 supra, 3 infra). Cf. II? 2064 
(now joined to II? 2033, which also has the sign a few times) (ca. 150 p.) (L.); II? 2081 
(ca. 160p.) (L.); II? 2086 (163/4р.); ІР 2138 (s. Пр.) (L.); II? 2221.6 (IG I? wrong) 
(217/8p. aut paulo post) (L.) II? 2239 (238/9—243/4p.) (L.); 12 2243.68 (post 
243/4р.) (L.); ПР 2245 (262/3 аш 266/7 p.) all eph. catalogs. 


А wavy line, variant of no. 1 supra, but usually placed to the right of the abbreviation 
rather than above it, e.g. II? 2093.21—34 (only in line 26 is the IG ІР text wrong; 
no. 2 supra occurs there) (ca. 165 p.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 2061 а.3-21 (ca. 150p.) eph. 
cat. (L.); ІР 2130 (cf. Kern plate 47) (192/3 p.) eph. cat. (the mark is punctuation in 
line 47, cf. 4.021, no.9, ф.92 supra) (L.). Rarely the mark actually appears above 
the abbreviation: with numerals in the dedications, II? 3287.A 4, ІР 3287.С4 (IG IP 
text wrong) (124/5р.) (cf. 5.022, p.115 infra) (І.); above the numeral in ІР 
2130.40 (cf. supra) (L.); above the M of M AYP TEPTIOX in the eph. cat., 12 2243.13 
(IG IP. text wrong) (post 243/4 p.), which elsewhere uses nos. 2 supra, 6 infra (L.). 


Variant of no.1 supra or a sigma turned on its side? (cf. 4.021, no.6, p.91 supra). 
Usually above one or more letters of an abbreviation: T AYIAIOZ (no antisigma after 
the tau) IF? 1776.56 (169/70p.) pryt. cat. (1.5 YOM, /т/ФА/ II? 3648.1, 2 (fin. 
s. Пр.) ded. (L., omitted from IG 12); КАСТТТКО(5 Па 1073.9 (ca. 120p.) decree, 
the mark only in this one line (unnoticed by IG ID) (L. 3; АТА ХОЗ In 4082.2 (fin. 
s. Пр.) ded.; тфу X IP 4060 (ante 128/9 p.) ded.; КА, ТІ ТКА, T ТІ КА, КА II? 3585.2, 
9, 10, 12 (117—138 p.) ded. Less often the sign may be to the right of the abbreviation: 
IOYAI "I? 2069.22 (ca. 150p.) eph. cat. (L.); as part of a numeral in Hesperia 3 
(1934) p.42, no.30, line 7 (cf. 5.022, p.114 infra) (fin. s. Пр. aut init. s. Шр.) 
imp. letter; УПОГРАММАТУ 12 2049.14 (142/3p.) eph. cat, has no.1 supra 
elsewhere (L.). 
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5) €,2,Y Іп the eph. cat., II? 2076 (ca. 150 p.), I could read the first of the three signs at the left 
after AYP in line 11, the second after OYAII in ib. 21, the third after IOYA in 
ib. 14; a space was certainly left blank between ФА and Nuag іп ib. 5. Other 
punctuation and blank spaces recorded in IG II? for this text are now illegible (L.). 
For marks of punctuation similar to the first two of these signs, cf. 4.021, nos. 13, 14, 
pp. 92-93 supra. 

6) m Variant of no.1 supra formed by the addition of seriphs; often hard to distinguish 
from no.1, сі. Graindor, Album plate 40, по. 50 (= П2 1102.6). Used above а 
numeral in the ded., II? 3931.2 (s. Ip.), with the same sign of punctuation before and 
after it (cf. 4.021, no.8, p.91 supra) (L.). It occurs several times in the eph. cat., 
II? 2243 (post 243/4 p.), e.g. both above and below T in line 8, above the alpha of 
КАЛП in ib. 57, above the alpha, rho, and « of (three times) АҮР‹Хо[хобттс іп 
ib. 127 (elsewhere in this text nos. 1, 2, 3 supra) (L.). 

7) = Double version of no. 1 supra. Occurs only in II? 2058.18 (146/7р. aut paulo post) 
eph. cat., above KA (IG II? text wrong), elsewhere no.1 supra in this text (L.). Cf. 
4.021, no. 16, p.93 supra. 


Lit.: Cf. 5.0121 supra. 


5.0123 The sign 2 


The special abbreviatory sign > is used extensively after 100 B.C. to indicate that 
а man's father's name is the same as his own, thus ’AoxAnmusdng 2 is for "AoxÀn- 
лаббтс °Аох\тлиббох, etc. The first examples appear іп the first century B.C.: IP 
1754.2, 6, 7, 11 (ca. 50) pryt. cat.; II? 1756.9, 23 (ca. 50) pryt. cat.; II? 2461, passim 
(ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); II? 1043.89, 99, 101, 115, 118, 119 (38/7) decree 
(L.); II? 1961, passim (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113) eph. cat.; II? 1757, passim (40—30, 
cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.174, no. 106) pryt. cat.; II? 1721.19 (14/3) cat.; IP 
2338.11, 14, 19, 33 (27/6— 18/7) cat.; II? 1722.18 (post 9/8), II? 2463, passim (fin. 
s. Ia.), II? 1729.9 (init. s. Ip.), II? 1733, passim (init. s. Ip.) catalogs; II? 1963, passim 
(13/2) eph. cat.; 12 2997.7 (paulo post 8/7) ded.; ІІ? 1967, passim (36/7 p.), ІР 
1973.3, 5, 6, 11 (40/1—53/4p.), ІІ? 1970.11, 12, 13 (45/6p.), I? 1990, passim 
(61/2р.), II? 1996, passim (84/5—92/3p.) eph. catalogs; 121759, passim (96/7 p.) 
pryt. cat.; II? 3004.7 (post 50р.) ded. After 100 A.D. the sign is regularly employed 
in pryt. catalogs (cf. II? 1764-12 1832), eph. catalogs (cf. II? 1998-12 2245); and is 
not rare in dedications, cf. e.g. 12 3571.7 (ca. 107—117 p.), II? 3736.7 (post 128/9р.), 
II? 3607.34, 36 (ca. 150p., ante 161p.), II? 3680.11, 16, 21 (init. s. Шр.). The normal 
practice in sepulchral monuments was to write out the patronymic even when the 
father and son had the same name, but D also occurs rarely on this type of text, cf. 
e.g. П2 5394 (s. Ір.) (no other punctuation on this text) (L.); II? 7703 (fin. s. Ip.), 
II? 5895.3, 4 (ante 150p.), II? 6692 (ca. 150 p.), II? 5943 (s. ПЛПр.), 12 6093 (s. Ш 
III p.), II? 7483 (s. II/IIIp.), II? 5300, 12 7517 (aet. Rom.), etc. Note rare cases of use 
of D after feminine names: °АЛеЕбубра D (= “АЛеБаубооу?) “Ойбеу II? 6945 (aet. 
Hadriani); Zwoipn 2 (= сірою?) Z--- II? 11550 (s. Пр.); Ewoteátn 2 (= Хшотов- 
tov?) vAaoía II? 7764 (s. ШШр.) all sep. monuments. 
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The shape of the sign may be virtually a backwards C, as tor example in the archon 
catalog, II? 1721 (14/3), cf. Imagines? plate 44, no. 119, but it is often somewhat 
elongated and extending slightly above and below the letters in the line. For typical 
examples, cf. photographs in Graindor, Album plate 5, no.6 (— II? 1963), plate 17, 
no. 24 (= II? 1970), plate 25, no.33 (= II? 2024), plate 52, по.67 (= II? 2067), plate 
53, no.68 (= II? 2068), plate 56, no.72 (= II? 1776), plate 64, no.81 (= 112 2113). 
In the cat., II? 2463 (fin. s. Ia.) (L.), 2 is letter-size in lines 5, 10, 13, but elongated 
(2) in ib. 18, 19. In the sep. mon., II? 11289 (s. ІЛІр.), the sign is a 2 of letter-size, but 
begins іп mid-line and extends below, i.e. ЕПІКТНСІС). In the eph. cat., 112 2119 
(180/1—191/2 p.), the sign is usually letter-size (e.g. in lines 242, 248, 255, 256, cf. 
Graindor, Album plate 62, по. 78), but sometimes it is smaller and above the line, cf. 
line 170; it has the exceptional form > in line 140 (L.). The form >> is just a variant 
for 2, easier to carve on stone because it lacks curved lines. > is also found in II? 
1767.2, 7, 11, 17 (са. 150p.), II? 1806.3, 5, 12 (194/5 p.?) pryt. catalogs; > in II? 
2076.24 (ca. 150p.) eph. cat., but the normal 2 in lines 7, 10, 25 (L.). > also in IP 
2088.14 (ca. 163/4p.) eph. cat., according to the drawing of the stone in Hicks, BMI, 
p. 118, no. 47, although in this last text the sign has the normal form in line 3 (twice). 
The sign has the exceptional form 7 in II? 1765, passim (138/9 p.) pryt. cat.; II? 2050, 
passim (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat. (cf. Graindor, Album plate 44, no.55; 
plate 51, по. 66); and Є in II? 3683.16 (init. s. Шр.) ded. (L.), if КаМ4фоюу лоєоро- 
теоос is the same as the M AYP KoAXMqgoov ó xoi Фооутеїуос KoAAqoovoc 
Гооүйттіос of the ded., 1123682; otherwise Є is a mark of punctuation, cf. 4.021, 
по. 13, p.92 supra; 3 in II? 2052.79 (145/6р.) eph. cat. (L.). Sometimes the sign 2 
is accompanied by an ornamental dot: 2: 12 2052.88 (145/6р.) eph. cat., D ib. 89, 
but no dots elsewhere (L.); 2: 12 2059.65, 68 (са. 147/8р.) eph. cat., elsewhere no 
dots (L.); 112 2045.3 (post 136/7p.) eph. cat., no dots in ib. 21, 26 (L.); П2 2069, 
passim (ca. 150p.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 2171.8 (s. Пр.) eph. cat. (L.). 

In some eph. catalogs this sign is used in conjunction with the antisigma type of 
interpunct. Normally the two are kept distinct, as the interpunct is small and the 
abbreviatory sign for the patronymic is letter-size or larger, but there are some cases of 
confusion, and in one case the same sign is used indiscriminately for the punctuation 
and the abbreviatory sign. For the examples, cf. 4.021, no. 1, p.87 supra. 

The article тоў may or may not appear when the name preceding the sign 2 goes into the 
genitive: (Елі бох|оутос ПраБаүбоох 2 tod [xai Tu]uo0éov, genitive of ПоаЕсүбоас IIgaEa- 
yógov © xai Tuió8eoc, cf. IP 1765.2 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat.; but лахботофобутос U(ov тоб 2 
vewtégov Фреаоо(о9, genitive of Pos ФіМоу vewtegos Фреброкос, cf. І? 2997.7 (paulo 
post 8/7) ded. 

Lit.: Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 535—537. 


5.0124 Other true abbreviatory symbols 


Most of the acrophonic numerals (A = деха, П = лёуте, etc.) and a number of 
other abbreviations for weights or money (e.g. £ = ататфо, X = хобс, М = небциуос, 
etc.) show the practice familiar in abbreviations of this type of using the first letter of 
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a word as a symbol for it. There are also a few ligatures in these systems (cf. 5.0125 
infra). The upright stroke is a symbol to the extent that it represents a unit: in amounts 
of money it automatically represents the obol, but note combinations like XIII which 
can mean a chous and three kotylai. The use of I for the obol necessitates a special 
sign for the drachma, Р, and there are also symbols for parts of the обої. For all these 
symbols see the section on the acrophonic numerals (5.021 infra). 

In Roman times the asteriskos is used to indicate the denarius in II? 2776, passim 
(aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial doc.; II? 2773.13, 15 (ca. 240p.) 
will, cf. the neuter relative à in ib. 15; if * == drachmas one would expect ёс: probably 
also in 12 2130.40, 44 (192/3 p.), 12 2221.76 (217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. catalogs; 
II? 13217.9 (s. ПЛІр.), II? 13221.9 (s. Шр.) both sep. monuments; and ІІ? 1368.38, 
40, 55, etc. (ca. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, contrast Aextod бо(ахиас) + numeral 
in ib. 80, 99, etc. But M. N. Tod takes * as — drachmas in II? 1368, a use found else- 
where, cf. BSA 45 (1950) p. 131, note 13. 


The use of * for the denarius in II? 2776 is in conjunction with an elaborate system of symbols 
for various amounts of money. Thus: 


* 1 denarius (6 new drachmas) 4 — 1/2 denarius (3 drachmas) 


AP ог P = 1 drachma (1/6 denarius) АРА = 1 drachma, АРВ = 2 drachmas, etc. 
S = 1/2 drachma (1/12 denarius) 
- = 1 obol (1/36 denarius) 
2 = 1/2 обої (1/72 denarius) 


The symbol 2 = 1/2 is found elsewhere; for another Attic example, cf. II? 2878 (cf. p.114 
infra), ded. of the early first century A.D. It is not likely that — is the old symbol for the obol 
turned on its side, still less likely that D = 1/2 obol has anything to do with the symbols C = 1/2 
obol, 2 — 1/4 obol of classical times (cf. 5.021 infra). For the compendium %, cf. 5.0125 infra. 
For the use of the alphabetic numerals in this text, cf. 5.022 infra. 

Graffiti and dipinti from the Agora excavations of Roman times and later show some of these 
same signs. Cf. < (= 1/2) in Agora 21, p.61, no. Ha 21 (init. s. Пр.), no. Ha 22 (150—200 p.) 
dipinti; p.62, no. Ha 29 (s. Шр.), p.67, no. Hb 17 (s. IVp.), p.62, no. Ha 33 (fin. s. IVp.) 
graffiti; p. 63, по. На 48 (init. s. VIp.), no. Ha 50 (init. s. Vip.) dipinti. Asteriskos for the 
denarius, cf. Agora 21, p.78, no. Не 17 (s. Пр.) dipinto. Additional symbols (all dipinti): d or 9 
with or without a stroke (= 1/4) Agora 21, p.63, no. На 46 (init. s. МІр.); with < in front 
(= 3/4: Agora 21, p.62, no. Ha 39 (s. Vp.), p.63, nos. Ha 47, На 49 (init. s. VIp.); b (beta) 
with a stroke (= 2/3) Agora 21, p.62, no. Ha 36 (fin. s. Ур.) p. 63, nos. Ha 41-На 42, Ha 44 
(ca. 500p.). Dates for these texts are the archaeological context in which they were found, but 
even so many of them are later than the limits of this book. 


5.0125 Ligatures, compendia, monograms 


Letters are written in ligature when they share a part, e.g. NE, HN, M, FN, etc. 
They are foreign to the writing of inscriptions on stone in Attica before Roman times. 
They are found frequently, however, in less formal types of writing. The ligature Æ 
(= AEMOXION) is frequent: cf. the dipinto on an oinochoe of the end of the sixth 
or the beginning of the fifth century B.C., Hesperia 15 (1946) plate 27 (inventory 
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по.13429) and p.276, note 17 (cf. по.16) (= Hesperia, suppl. 4 [1940] p.142, 
note 134); many examples among fifth-century graffiti, cf. Agora 21, рр.51-52, 
nos. Fa 1—Fa 26, plate 29; also p.52, nos. Fb 1—Fb 3 of later date (41). Other liga- 
tures incised on pottery are probably usually the initials of the owners: cf. Hesperia 15 
(1946) p.277, no.21; p.278, nos.25, 26; Agora 21, p.33, no. F46 (all init. s. Va.); 
ес. RR = two tryblia, graffito on a pot dated са. 450 B.C., cf. Hesperia 25 (1956) 
p.13, no.60 and plate 3. A ligature for EI probably occurs in шоүВ, in another 
graffito, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.398, no. 10а (= LSAG p.76, no.9c; Agora 
21, p. 12, no. C8) (fin. s. Ма.) (reading the second line from left to right, following 
M. Lang, cf. p.55 supra). 

Compendia are symbols produced by placing a letter within or on top of another 
letter, е. г. ГАЇ, А, А, 5, etc. (cf. Larfeld, Handbuch [1914] р.280). А certain number 
of compendia occur in the system of acrophonic numerals (cf. 5.021 infra), but they 
are otherwise not used in Attic texts carved on stone before Roman times. Less formal 
inscriptions freely introduce additional compendia not attested in texts carved on 
stone, cf. Ба = five choes, A = ten сһоев, graffiti of classical and Hellenistic times, 
cf. Hesperia 25 (1956) p.10, nos. 38, 41, 42, etc. Cf. perhaps P = леуте отабиа on a 
horos, 112 2639 (поп post 350) (= ІСП, по.1077 = ІС Ш, no.409). Probably 
owner's initials are other graffiti: ІФ Hesperia 15 (1946) p.278, по.28 (init. s. Уа.); 
(Ж Agora 21, p.33, no. F 48 (init. s. Уа.); Hesperia, suppl. 7 (1943) p.32, поз. 13 
(A), 15 (А) (both init. s. IV a.); p.34, no. 17 (IA) (Hellenistic). 

In Roman times ligatures and compendia are found on stone texts, although they 
were always avoided in formal documents like decrees, imperial letters, and similar 
documents. Most of the examples are found in ephebic catalogs and dedications. But 
the fondness for ligatures and compendia is fairly limited. Only a few abbreviations 
like NE (= уефтеоос), ГВ (= лоғоВотерос), and the like are very common. Most 
texts have only a very few ligatures and compendia, even when the text is quite 
extensive, as in the case of many of the ephebic catalogs. Two documents which are 
probably fragments of wills are quite exceptional in using a great many ligatures, cf. 
II? 2774, 122775 (s. Шр.). The tribal catalog of ca. 50/49, II? 2461 (cf. SEG 23.92), 
is the first text to show the typical Attic use of these writing devices in Roman times: 
NE occurs lines 14, 52, a true compendium th in ib. 107, М (= цедос) 45.68 (L.). 
Cf. Б (E not lunate) = р (0у) in а ded., 12 3502.1 (са. 45—30, cf. Agora 15, p.223, 
no. 282). There is not much difference in the employment of ligatures, true compendia, 
and placing a letter above another, sometimes merely to save space. Note the ligature 
К in IG HII no. 1089.15 (fin. s. Ip.) eph. cat., with the combination of ligature and 
writing the last letter above in N-Vin the following line (= II? 1998.16, 17; the liga- 
tures are unfortunately not mentioned by Kirchner). Often the use of ligatures and 
compendia seems to be governed by a desire for space at the end of a line; the use of 
these writing devices can often prevent the dividing of a word or at least allow the 
line to end with the end of a syllable. Cf. APX@|TOX 112 2041.6—7 (128/9p.) eph. 
cat., OAYMITIQ| ib. 2 (the compendia are not recorded by Kirchner, but cf. Graindor, 
Album plate 41, по. 51); AIAZ[KAAOY II? 4073.7—8 (ante 160p.) ded., ӨҮГАЕРА | 
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ib. 8, ГАРГИТ end of last line (L.); EPMEIÓ| II? 2245.6 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. 
cat., -HNib. 8 (ligatures not mentioned in IG IP, but compare Imagines? plate 54, 
no. 147); etc. 

Other cases of ligatures: AHMII? 1973.62 (40/1—53/4p.) eph. cat. (not in IG IP, cf. IG III 
no. 1081); КЕ II? 2012 (s. Ip.) eph. сас; AZENI(eóc) II? 2017.12 (paulo post 102 p.) eph. cat. (cf. 
Graindor, Album plate 24, no. 32); Ó, NH II? 2051.31, 75 (144/5—148/9 р.) eph. cat. (cf. Graindor, 
Album plate 45, по.56); ОҮЙІО> Il? 2058.17 (146/7p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (1.) E IP 
4211.7 (117—138 p.) ded.; some ten ligatures іп II? 2049 (142/3р.) eph. cat. (L., most are not 
recorded by IG П2, cf. IG Ш no.1113a in add.); AAMITIPEYZ II? 1796 (186/7 p.) pryt. cat. 
(not in IG II?) (L.); ME II? 3634.1 (post 150p.) ded. (not mentioned by IG II?) (L.); etc. Ligatures 
are exceptional in decrees, but cf. NE, HN II? 1091.2, 4 (138—161p.) decree (Panhellenes) (cf. 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 [1970] p.94, no. 5 and plate 7 а); NE, НЕ, etc. П2 1350, passim (aet. Antonini) 
decree (synodos). For additional examples of ligatures in texts of Roman times, cf. Larfeld, 
Handbuch 2.2, pp. 514—515. 


А certain number of abbreviatory compendia are typical of the dedications and 
catalogs of the Roman Period, especially from the reign of Hadrian on. СЕ: МЕ 
(= уефтеоос), e.g. H? 1765.39 (138/9р.) pryt. cat.; 11? 3687 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; її 
(= локобтеоос), e.g. П2 2338.25 (27/6-18/7) cat.; II? 1764.25, 43 (138/9р.) (L.), 
II? 1775.10 (168/9р.), II? 1776.11 (169/70р.) pryt. catalogs; II? 2022.17 (ca. 112р.), 
II? 2049.81 (142/3p.), 12 2128.203 (190—200 p.) eph. catalogs; etc.; (= цўуа, 
unvóc) II? 2086.10 ff. (163/4p.), П2 2087.7 (163/4p.), 112 2243.53, 56 (post 243/4р.) 
eph. catalogs; B (= yveanpateds Povhevtav/BovAijs) Agora 15, p.312, no. 445, 
lines 11, 12 (each compendium occurs twice, B has a different meaning in each of the 
two lines) (= II? 1815.11, 12, corrected) (ca. 200 p.) pryt. cat.; (1 (= Пболіос) 
II? 2046.13 (paulo ante 140р.), П22128.26 (190—200p.), 12 2130.4 (192/3р.), 
II? 2131.5, 7 (192/3 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 3665 (fin. s. Ир.), II? 3687, II? 3688, II? 3666 
(init. s. Шр.), II? 3667 (ca. 250 p.), 12 3671 (ante 266/7 p.) dedications; @(= Өхүбтпо) 
2 3965.4 (ante 150p.), 112 3960.3 (wrongly printed OY in ІС II?) (post 128/9p.) 
(L.), 1 3628.3 (post 150p.) dedications; fr (= yvuvaotaoxoc) II? 2032.5 ff. (119/20— 
124/5p.) eph. саг. F (= Гбюос) 12 3642 (192/3p.) ded.; $ (= Фоедооюс) ІІ? 
2103.97 (172/3р. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; A (= Mtoa) II? 3199.10 (s. Шр.) ded. 
(L.); and a few others (cf. Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 534—535). 

Where a compendium is attested more than once it may not always be executed in the same 
way, thus both П and Pl occur; Рава ; далі б; etc. 

Both Ñ (= Spot) and P (as well as АР) (= боохрай) occur іп the financial document, 
II? 2776, where they form part of a complex system of abbreviations (cf. 5.0124, р. 107 supra; 
for the use of ^ before M and the alphabetic numerals of this text, cf. 5.022, p. 114 infra). 


The term monogram is used by Larfeld to describe signs composed of groups of 
letters (or parts thereof) joined together, often into a scarcely recognizable whole, such 
as Ж, the sign for Хоһотбс, on many Christian texts (cf. Handbuch 2.2, p.535 and 
Handbuch [1914] p.281). Strictly speaking the simple joining of two letters is also а 
monogram if one is turned on its side, although the term ligature is also sometimes 
used for combinations of this type, cf. SE (= AE), probably the owner's initials, 


110 Scripts, lay-out of texts, punctuation, etc. 


incised on a vessel, cf. Hesperia 3 (1934) p.395, no. E 44 (fin. s. IIa./init. s. Ia.). The 
same combination >E is for ГЕ, with Attic gamma, in Agora 21, p.34, no. F 73, 
plate 13 (475—450). АП the pre-Roman Attic examples are graffiti, as might be 
expected: cf. e.g. Agora 21, p.31, nos. F 14, (са. 525), F 15 (fin. s. Ма.), F 19 (s. 
Via.), F27 (init. s. Va.); p.33, по. F 45 (init. з. Va.); p.34, по. F69 (475—450); 
p.45, no. F 241 (ca. 100). Two other early examples are the graffiti, probably by the 
same hand, on two stamnoi of ca. 470 В.С., cf. ARV? p.297, Hephaesteion painter 
no.1 (= Imagines? plate 11, no.23); ARV? p.414, Dokimasia painter no. 34 (circle 
of the Brygos painter) (= AJA 31 [1927] p.349, no.10), with Ж, 2 , probably for 
a name such as @aAfagyos. These stamnoi are certainly Attic (cf. also p. 116 infra). 

There are a few monograms on stone texts from Attica of Roman times. Cf. RÁ 
(= Máàgxoc AvenAtos) in П2 5426.1 (s. І/Шр.) (cf. IG Ш, no. 1355) sep. mon. The 
symbol А (= Latin dixit) in the decree, Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.381ff., line 33 (= II? 
1092B.14) (ca. 165p.), is a true monogram of this type; it comes from the usage of 
scribes in Roman governmental offices (cf. Hesperia 21 pp.388ff.). Here it occurs at 
the beginning of the text of the apophasis of Severus, the eparch: Уерйоос A is for 
Zefifjooc elev. 

А fragment of what was evidently an explanation of a system of short-hand can be dated to 
about the middle of the fourth century B.C., cf. II? 2783. The text is so fragmentary that there 
are many difficulties of interpretation, but it seems fairly clear that the signs for the consonants 
were attached to signs for the vowels, consonants before the vowel being attached to the left, 
those following being attached to the right. Cf. Larfeld, Handbuch (1914) pp. 281—289 for the 
various theories proposed for the document’s interpretation. 

Lit.: Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 514—515, 534—535; Handbuch (1914) pp. 280—281. 


5.02 Numerals 


5.021 Acrophonic numerals 


The system of numerals in use in Attica in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods 
contains the following simple symbols: 
1-1 П («- леуте) = 5 А (e беха) = 10 
Н (є hexatóv) = 100 X (« хло) = 1000 M (€ рдо!) = 10,000; 
and the following compendia based on them: 
P, Е,ог {1—50 


m = 500 
P — 5000 
P — 50,000. 


In Attica these are used only for cardinal numerals, and are always arranged in de- 
scending order. Thus PMMFXPHHHAAIIII = 76,827; etc. 


If the letters AAT AI are an acrophonic numeral in Il? 2292 (cf. infra), they are the only Attic 
exception to the use of the descending order; perhaps a scribal error for AAAIII. 
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There has been some reluctance to accept the convenient term acrophonic numerals (cf. e.g. 
Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, p.543). The compendia are of course not acrophonic, but they are 
merely compounded from the simple symbols. As for the sign for the unit, it is a symbol found 
among many peoples of the world for the unit; the Greek I has nothing to do with (а (= ша) 
or {Фта, as some grammarians thought, and is probably not from a graphic representation of an 
obelos either. Except for the unit sign, all the simple signs are acrophonic, and there is no reason 
to avoid this convenient term for the whole system (cf. Tod, BSA 18 (1911-1912) p. 126 and 
note 8). 

In a decree of the late fourth century mevtédpaxpog is expressed by a combination of the 
symbol П and the written word, cf. : ХХХ : pediuvoug лэрбу: II : боёхиоос (= тоіудіоюс 
мебінуоус лэрбу леутЕбойхиоос), cf. 112 360.9 (325/4), and ХХХ pe&pvous П бойхноус 
ib. 67—68, with the same meaning. 


When the acrophonic numerals are used for sums of money there are the following 
additional symbols: 


T (= таХамтоу) (= 6000 drachmas) 

M (= мд) (= 100 drachmas) 

> (= otarfjo) 

+ = one drachma (6 obols) 

I = one obol, ПШ = 5 obols, to avoid confusion with 5 drachmas (= IT) 
Thus : MHIO: = 6 drachmas, 5 obols in II? 1544.14. 

С = 1/2 обої, hurwBéAvov 

7, or T = Ма обої, tetagmpógiov 

X = t/s obol, xaAxoüc 


For large sums of money the talent was the most frequently used value. The symbol T forms 
compendia with both the simple and compound signs: thus [# = 5 talents, 0 = 10 talents, 
[A = 50 talents, etc. Cf. e.g. № 12 355.15 (bis) (440/439), ГУ, 4, ib. 14; М, 4, Р I 293.5 
(440/439), В ib. 17 (cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.150), X ib. 19; P, М 12 354.4 (438), ф ib. 16; X, 
P, hi, A, M T2 324.119 (426/5 — 423/2); etc. (all inventories). Compendia are also formed from 
M and Z. СЕ: MM ХХ : (= 20 minas, 2 staters) II? 1672.161 (329/8) іпу.,: ARAM , й wā 
: КОР: (= 40 minas, each equivalent to two drachmas) ib. 202; ATA (11 talents, 10 staters) 
ib. 311; 2 ib. 206; ТЕРУХУУ: 6 отат : HIII (= 1 talent, 9 staters, each stater equivalent 
to one drachma, 5 obols) II? 1673.26 (333/22, cf. AE 1971 p.112) іпу.; TAF ZZ бриототра 
(= 1 talent, 181/2 staters) ib. 53; ФФУ héxte (27 staters and а hekte, a coin = 1/6 stater) 
I? 352.15— 16 (434/3) inv., cf. Р (= 50 staters) ib. 13; А (= 10 minas) cf. I? 340.41 (446/5), 
12 345.9 (441/0) inventories; etc. These symbols тау be used to indicate amounts of weight (as 
e.g. in II? 1672 and II? 1673 just cited) as well as money. 

The symbol for the drachma does not form compendia, thus MPXHHHPAAAAFF= 
16,392 drachmas in I? 352.34 (434/3) inv. The origin of + is obscure, perhaps derived from the 
symbol for the unit with a mark to distinguish it when used for drachmas. 

Even when occurring in conjunction with dgaxpat, I still represents ће обої, cf. Tod, BSA 18 
(1911-1912) p. 101. Thus PAFHII боахиёс іп the decree (thiasotai), cf. II? 1277.14 (278/7); 
доүуоіюу боахийс ATIFHFE, II? 839.80 (221/0) decree. 

On two abaci from Athens the obol is represented by O, probably an acrophonic symbol, cf. 
II? 2778, ІІ? 2780.1, 2. Tod cites a similar use of O on an abacus from Thyrrheum, cf. BSA 28 
(1926-1927) p. 144. The symbols for the half (C) and quarter обої (2) might be the two parts 
of this O symbol for the obol. 
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For the use of the symbols for divisions of the obol, cf. I? 324.32, 46, 47, 48, etc. (for C), ib. 64, 
76, 86, etc. (for D) (inv. of 426/5-423/2), P 304 A.S, 18, 23, 27, etc. (for C, D) (inv. of 410/9); 
ЕНШШІСТ II? 1544.43 (inv. of 333/2); I? 1524, passim (for C, T) (inv. of after 334/3); IP. 1672, 
passim (for C, T, X) (inv. of 329/8); etc. 

Note that possible confusion between signs with more than one value is avoided by the de- 
scending order or the context. Thus in ХРІЗЧАПИТХ in II? 1672.2 (329/8) inv., the first X can 
only be = 1000, the second X = 1/в оо! (хайкойс), and the T can only be 1/4 обої (tetagm- 
ором), not the talent, because of its position after the sign for the обої I. In ib. 40 the first two 
cases of T in the numeral must represent talents, but the T at the end — 1/4 obol. So also in 
иёбишуо, HH ДАДА ММММ in ib. 258 it is clear that the M represents опе medimnus (a rare 
use, but along the same acrophonic principle as X = хос, etc.) because it follows the symbol for 
10, and is thus not for 10,000. Elsewhere in this text Ё = 10 minas, cf. supra. 

In less formal texts other acrophonic abbreviations for units of measure are found. Thus 
X= хо%с and К = xorvAy аге found as graffiti on vases, cf. Hesperia 25 (1956) pp.7ff.; Agora 
21, passim. Noteworthy is the use of X or K for one type of measure and the symbol for the unit 
for the other, thus XIII( on Hesperia 25, p.8, no.24 — one chous, at least 3 kotylai; on the 
vessel Hesperia 25, р.7, no. 21, К seems to represent kotylai, I = choes. Note also the dipinto 
ХХ on a vase, presumably indicating its capacity as two choes, cf. Hesperia 8 (1939) рр.278 Ж. 
For the ligature K (= тоб оу) cf. 5.0125, p. 108 supra. These uses are rare on texts carved 
on stone, cf. М = небидуос in II? 1672.258 cited above and а ligature of П and УТ for леуте 
охабіа on a fourth-century horos (cf. p.108 supra). For an obscure M on a text of Roman 
times, cf. 5.022, p. 114 infra. 


The system of acrophonic numerals first appears in Attica in inventories of just 
before the middle of the fifth century B. C. The first examples are: SEG 10.210 (= AE 
1934-35, рр.128-132, Meiggs-Lewis p.144, по.53) (са. 450—440) inv., with all 
the simple and compound symbols for numerals and +; 12191-12 195 (= ATL 2, 
nos. 1—5) (454/3—450/49) trib. lists; SEG 10.243 (= 12338 + new frr., cf. Hesperia 5 
[1936] p.362, no.4; Hesperia 7 [1938] p.264, no.2) (ca. 465—455) inv.; 12 335 (са. 
450, cf. SEG 10.244) іпу.; 12 339—1? 345 (447/6—441/0) inv. Some of the graffiti on 
vases published in Hesperia 25 (1956) pp. 1ff. are earlier than the mid-fifth century, 
and as the system is fully developed when it appears in Attica for the first time, it has 
clearly been in use for some time. It is found as early as the first half of the sixth 
century elsewhere. 

As the acrophonic numerals were only used for cardinals they were chiefly used 
for making accounts, and they are commonly found in inventories, a type of text most 
frequently found in the second half of the fifth century and throughout the fourth 
century B.C. But even for cardinal numbers the use of the numerals is foreign to 
documents in connected prose such as decrees. Their use is abnormal in decrees of the 
fifth and earlier fourth centuries, and thereafter is restricted to giving the price of 
executing the inscription, usually set off by interpuncts :, or in the Hellenistic Period 
by blank spaces (cf. 4.013b, pp.83—84 supra). Even texts which use the acro- 
phonic numerals for the cardinal numbers do not always use them in all places, 
producing a mixture of written-out numbers and acrophonic numbers, cf. ліманес 
500 хаХхой II? 1541.11 (356/5) inv., alongside «660v П où otéyovtes ib. 13; IP 
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15344 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), I 1534 B (247/6) inv., acrophonic numerals mixed 
with written-out numbers thoughout. 

The acrophonic numerals remained normal in Attica until the end of the second 

century B.C. The last extensive texts in which they are used аге: а cat., 122336 
(102/1—97/6); the decrees, Hesperia 36 (1967) p.66, no. 12, line 27 (= II? 1051.c27 
+ new fr.; SEG 24.141) (post 38/7, ante 31), with: ---AAII (L.); and II? 1035.3 
(10/9—3/2, cf. p.124 infra, no.59), with XXXHHHHPAI and НЕП. There is 
also the doubtful JMAZIII in 112 1052.11 (post 502), а small fr. of a decree; did the 
number of drachmas precede the 59ax]pa¢ or does the sign I indicate drachmas here 
by exception? The restoration --драхи6с is itself quite uncertain. In the cat. of 
pyloroi, II? 2292.52, the letters AATAI are perhaps the numerals AATIAI. The order 
is strange, however, and a copying mistake of the stone-cutter (for AAATII) has to 
be assumed. The date of the text is controversial, but it is probably slightly later than 
A.D. 45/6. By this time the earliest cases of the alphabetic numerals have occurred 
(cf. p. 117 infra). 
Lit: M.N. Tod, BSA 18 (1911-1912) pp.98—132, especially pp.100—101 and рр.1254; 
BSA 28 (1926—1927) рр.141-157, BSA 37 (1936-1937) pp.236—257; cf. 5.022. The articles 
of Tod completely supersede the earlier bibliography, e.g. MS? p.9, notes 36—39; Larfeld, 
Handbuch 2.2, рр.543Н., Handbuch (1914) pp.291—293. Cf. also M. Lang, "Numerical 
Notation on Attic Vases" Hesperia 25 (1956) pp. 1—24; Agora 21, pp. 21—23. 


5.022. Alphabetic numerals 


In Roman times the following system of alphabetic numerals was in use at Athens: 


А-1 I= 10 P — 100 
B=2 K = 20 > = 200 
r= 3 A = 30 T = 300 
A=4 M = 40 Y = 400 
E=5 N = 50 = 500 
Һ= 6 == 60 Х = 600 
2-7 О = 70 Ч = 700 
Н = 8 П = 80 Q = 800 
= 9 4 - 90 Т = 900 


The normal form for 6 was Б, cf. Graindor, Album plate 54, по.69 (= II? 2085.7, eph. cat. 
of 161/2р.); AM 37 (1912) p. 184 (= ІІ? 1102.6, imp. letter of 131/2p.); etc. For rare forms cf. 
BSA 45 (1950) p. 135 and note 22. The early form of the letter (р) is found rarely elsewhere, but 
not in Attic texts. The frequent C is absent from Attica in Roman times. Qoppa occurs only іп 
the financial doc., II? 2776.38, 56, 109 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476), and has a 
form common elsewhere: 4; this same form appears in two graffiti: Agora 21, p.79, nos. Не 23, 
He 24 (fin. 5. Шр.), plate 45. In stone texts the sign for 900 occurs only in lines 11, 87, 113, and 
137 of the same financial document, in the form T. AT has been scratched on an amphora found 
in the Agora, where it is part of the number 964, cf. Hesperia 25 (1956) p. 56 (= Agora 21, p.72, 
no. Hc 25), but the vessel may be as late as the seventh century A.D. and is thus considerably 
later than the limits of this study. The relationship of the numeral T and the letter Т is not ab- 
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solutely certain. In favor of it perhaps is the use of T on Attic pinakia of the fourth century B.C. 
to increase the number of the letters of the alphabet to 25, where to be sure the letters are not 
true numerals at all, but the addition of the Т at the end of the series is similar to its use as an 
alphabetic numeral; however, the pinakia have no digamma and qoppa. For the use of letters of 
the alphabet to label objects, cf. 5.0221 infra; for sampi (T) cf. 1.014, p. 24 supra. 


The numerals were normally in descending order, thus ІГ = 13, KE = 25, YEH 
= 468, etc. Exceptions are fairly rare, cf. ГІ, ZI, HI, OI (bis), EI II? 1367.4, 6, 7, 18, 
21, 23 (fin. s. Ip.?) sacred calendar, but IE ib. 3; EI II? 1765.3 (138/9p.) pryt. cat.; 
OI II? 2067.104 (154/5 p.) eph. cat.; AI II? 2130.8 (192/3p.) eph. cat.; HI II? 2245.36 
(262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat. 

For numbers above 999 the same symbols were used, but they were preceded by a 
slanting hasta indicating the thousands: thus /A = 1000, /KZ — 27,000, etc. All the 
examples are in the financial doc., II? 2776 (cf: supra), where sums above 999 occur 
frequently; the highest is in line 11: *^RTEHAPAS = 6968 denarii, 11/2 drachmas 
(for the symbols for amounts of money in this text, cf. 5.0124, p.107 supra). The 
mark used to indicate the thousands is a form familiar with abbreviations (cf. 5.0122, 
no.2, p. 104 supra) and is rarely used as a true interpunct (cf. 4.021, no.7, p.91 
supra). It also occurs in the sep. mon., II? 13212.6 (s. Пр.), where */B® = 2500 
denarii, but L. Robert has shown that this text is not Attic, but Perinthian, cf. RP 18 
(1944) p. 40. The same slanting mark is reported to occur once before the compendium 
used to indicate totals in 2 2776.56: */АЧГАРА$/; probably also in line 110. 
Wilhelm (cf. IG II? p.783) has suggested that the mark is a sign for yiyvetou of the 
full form of the formula for totalling yiyvetat броб, similar to some of the practices of 
the papyri. It is strange, however, that no / is used before M elsewhere, e.g. in lines 
146, 157. 


Large numbers tend to be written out in words other than in II? 2776, cf. c.g. 25,000 written 
out in words in line 6 of the ded., П2 3697 (ante 250p.), also in 12 3698.10—12 (ante 250p.) 
ded. But Tod has identified one case of the abbreviation M (== 10,000) in an Attic text of Roman 
times: JM "BT = 12,300 in an imp. letter of the end of the second or beginning of the third 
century A. D., cf. Hesperia 3 (1934) p.42, no. 30, line 7; the curved line ~ to the right of the Ж 
is a mark used with abbreviations (cf. 5.0122, no.4, p.104 supra). The peculiar: à M Я іп 
the ded., II? 2878.2 (init. s. Ip.), is almost certainly not for 20,000, 10,000 and 5,000 (< = 1/2, 
cf. 5.0124, p.107 supra). Perhaps M is for u(&Ówuvoc) or u(etgmtoU), as suggested by Tod 
(cf. Lit. infra p. 128). That АФ = 1500 in the cat., П2 2302.4 (ca. 50 p.), is quite doubtful. 


As far as diacritical marks are concerned numerals are treated much as abbre- 
viations. Thus they may have a special sign above them to indicate they are numerals, 
but they may also be set off by punctuation on one or more often both sides. The most 
common mark placed above numerals is the horizontal line, also the most frequent 
sign of abbreviation (cf. 5.0122, no.1, p.103 supra), and others are rather rare. 
For typical cases, cf. II? 1102.6 (bis) (131/2р.) imp. letter, no mark over Ф in ib. 8; 
II? 1109.3 (187p.) imp. letter; II? 1765.3, 5 (138/9p.), I 1774.6 (167/8p.), II? 
1775.4 (168/9p.), IP 1828.32 (ca. 210p.) pryt. catalogs; II? 2086.10ff. (163/4p.), 
II? 2228.4 (ca. 220p.) eph. catalogs; II? 3589.3 (122/3р.), 112 3680.8 (init. ѕ. Шр.), 
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II? 3740.8 (142/3p.) dedications; etc. For rare variant forms cf. BovAi] тбуу “Кер 
3931 (s. Ip.) ded., where the sign of the abbreviation is also used as punctuation (cf. 
4.021, no.8, p.91 supra) in addition to appearing above the numeral (cf. 5.0122, 
no.6, p. 105 supra). Two rare variants are found in the three dedications of the year 
124/5 A.D.: тфу X (badly worn, uncertain if a mark of punctuation preceded) I? 
3287.A4; тфу X (wrongly recorded in IG 2; there is no following antisigma) I? 
3287.С4 (in same hand as II? 3287 A); тфу • Х- (the dot is not quite certain; the mark 
on the stone may be the result of damage) II? 3287.B 5 (all readings L.), ~ also II? 
1794.2 (180/1 p.) pryt. cat. (L.). Both / (frequent, cf. 5.0122, no.2, p. 104 supra) and — 
(rare, cf. 5.0122, no.3, p.104 supra) are usually used to mark off abbreviations, 
located above and at the right. But the mark /is not otherwise used with numerals in 
Attic inscriptions. Another rare sign is ~ (cf. 5.0122, no.4, p.104 supra); it occurs 
above a numeral: тбу X II? 4060 (ante 128/9 р.) ded.; to the right of М (= 10,000) 
and before BT (— 2,300), cf. supra. 

At all periods numerals frequently appear with no mark to point them out, either 
with or without surrounding punctuation; this practice is precisely the same as that 
seen in other abbreviations. Cf. e.g.: 12 3799.2 (ante 128/9p.), 1I? 3616.2 (fin. s. 
Пр.) dedications; П22085.7 (161/2р.), П22115, passim (180/1—191/2p.) eph. 
catalogs; II? 3683.3 (init. s. Шр.) ded. (L., but stone too worn to confirm); II? 3687.13, 
24 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; ІІ? 1077.10, 27 (lines 4, 5 uncertain) (209/10p.) decree; II? 
2245.33, 36 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat.; etc. But published texts are frequently 
inaccurate in recording this sort of thing. Thus in II? 1764.7 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat. (L.) 
the numeral has a mark over it; the numeral KE has — over it in 2 2235.7 (post 
226/7p., ante 234/5 p.) eph. cat. (L.); there are numerals both with and without - 
over them in 122119 (180/1—192/3p.) eph. cat.; etc. Numerals with the sign * 
(7 denarius, cf. 5.0124, p.107 supra) normally have no —, cf. e.g. II? 1368, passim 
(ca. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations; II? 2776, passim (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 
[1972] p.476) financial doc. An exception may be seen in the will, II? 2773 (ca. 
240p.) with "В, *T in lines 13, 15. 

Whether or not there is a mark above the numeral seems to make little difference in 
the use of interpuncts on one or both sides of it. Very frequent are dots on both sides 
(for the dot as punctuation, cf. 4.021, no.3, p.88 supra), cf. e.g. tò "А: 123535 
(са. 57p.) ded.; тфу -X- П2 1072.10 (116/7p.) decree; блалос тӛ ·Г: Hesperia 2 
(1933) p.165, no.10, line 19 (179—180p.) imp. letter; "Г- П23592.10 (165/6— 
168/9р.) ded.; etc. For the rare variants of the dot: cf. tv ' П23616.2 (fin. з. Пр.) 
ded.; [л]сбото!Вобутос td "Г' II? 1969.4 (45/6p.) eph. cat. (cf. 4.021, no.7, p.91 
supra; no.12, p.92 supra) The dot is combined with the antisigma (cf. 4.021, 
по.1, p.56 supra) in td "Во in Hesperia 2, no.10 (cited supra) line 5; note also 
ЭКБ? I? 2085.7 (161/2 p.) eph. cat.; rv -Á ~ Il? 3287.B 5 (124/5 р.) ded., cited supra 
for Х and X; etc. For the rare variant + in =X ^ cf. supra. 

The alphabetic numerals had a much more extensive usage than the earlier acro- 
phonic ones. They could be used for ordinal as well as cardinal numerals, and were 
thus frequently used in dates, cf. e.g. II? 1763.6 (са. 132/3 p.), II? 1764.7 (138/9p.) 
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(L.); II? 1765.5 (138/9p.), II? 1773.4 (166/7р.) pryt. catalogs; І22086.104. (163/4p.) 
eph. cat.; etc. They could be used for the adverbs тос, тєтобэис, etc., cf. e.g. II? 
3592.10 (165/6—168/9p.) ded.; II? 3169/70.10ff. (253—257 p.) ded.; etc. For the 
ordinal numeral in the expressions tò Sevtegov, td teltov, etc. (in phrases like 
Флолос тё тотоу ‘consul for the third time’, etc.), cf. e.g. II? 1969.4 (cited supra); 
бтиаоуїкійс eEovolas tò ГЕ, блатос tò Г ІІ? 1102.6 (131/2p.) imp. letter; адто- 
хо1бтоо tò Й II? 1111.4 (186—192 p.) imp. letter; etc. Numerals were also frequently 
used to designate the various boulai, thus ром, тбу Ф = the boule of the five 
hundred, тфу X, that of the six hundred (for examples, cf. II? 3680, II? 3931, II? 3287, 
II? 4060, II? 3799, II? 3683, П2 3616, II? 1072.10, cited supra; etc.). 

The combination of Э (cf. 5.0123, p. 105 supra) and Г to mean the third man of the same 
name may be seen in Фіонос2 Г, cf. П2 4441.8 (s. Пр.) ded., as seen by Tod (cf. Lit. infra р. 134). 
The numeral represents the adverb тбіс in this type of expression, not rare in other parts of 
Greece, but not otherwise found in Attica. 

As has been seen the acrophonic numerals were normal in Athens in the Classical 
and Hellenistic Periods, and they are the only ones normally found on stone texts 
before Augustan times (cf. 5.021, p. 113 supra), but there are a few possible cases 
of alphabetic numerals in Attic graffiti of much earlier date. First there are two graffiti, 
probably by the same hand, on stamnoi dating roughly to 470 B.C., which read as 
follows: 

% Ада uétw : I: E : Хеластібес: K : Z : ARV? p.297, Hephaesteion painter по. 1 (= 

Imagines? p. 15, no. 23; cf. Hackl [p. 38 supra, note 4] pp. 53, 73, по. 78 and plate Ш). 

% Mvetutat : K : Z: ARV? p. 414, Dokimasia painter no. 34 (circle of the Brygos painter). 
Beazley takes these as alphabetic numerals in both cases, translating: “10 larger Lydia 
[probably a type of cup], 5; 20 lepastides, 7” and “20 myrtotai, 7” (cf. AJA 31 [1927] 
pp.349—350, no.10). Despite the interpuncts it seems not impossible to interpret 
both letters together and read “15 Lydia, 27 lepastides" etc.; the normal descending 
order would be seen here. The texts are of course graffiti, and need not be as early as 
the vases, although that is what has usually been assumed, even if the letters look like 
early fourth-century letters (cf. Imagines? p.15). The form péCw could be Ionic ог 
Doric as well as Attic (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p. 536). The early use of Ionic letters would 
be unexpected in an Attic text of ca. 480—470, although it could easily be paralleled 
from са. 455 on (cf. 2.0121, nos. 26ff., p.36 supra). For the monogram, cf. 5.0125, 
p.110 supra. In addition to the foregoing, M. Lang has interpreted a number of 
other graffiti as showing alphabetic numerals before Roman times: cf. бА(ха!) о 
Agora 21, p.66, no. Hb 2 (s. Ша.); В (- 2), IA (- 11) Agora 21, p.43, no.F 198 
(250—200). Other cases, some of them earlier in date, are less certain: боҳос (= бЕос) 
A (is this a numeral or does it = dupogevs?) Agora 21, p.74, no. Hd 1 (= Hesperia 
18 [1949] p.336, no. 102) (425—400); аге $ and 7. alphabetic numerals in Agora 21, 
p-37, no. F104 (fin. s. Va.)?; ПӨ (= 89?), ХХНК (= 2 choes, half kotyle?) Agora 21, 
p.60, по. Ha 10 (350—325); M (= 40 drachmas?) Agora 21, p.23, no. E 15 (fin. 
s. IVa.); К (= 20?) Agora 21, p.66, no. Hb 3 (s. Ша.). Cf. the abecedarium on а lead 
plaque from the Acropolis cited in 1.013, p.23 supra. 
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M.N. Tod insisted that some sort of alphabetic numerals occur in the peculiar Attic stone 
text, 1? 760 (cf. Lit. infra p. 137), dated to the Periclean Period on the basis of the letter-forms. 
There are two fragments, each with columns of pairs of letters: the letters on the left are the 
letters A through Ө, including frequent use of а digamma of the form С, in no particular order; 
the letters on the right of each pair are I, A, M, N (10s, 30s, 40s, and 50s?). Lambda and gamma 
have the Ionic form. The presence of the digamma in a context of Ionic letters, as well as the 
restriction of the first column to letters which represent one-digit numbers, certainly makes it 
hard to reject the notion that some sort of alphabetic numerals like those seen on later stone 
inscriptions are present here. If each pair of letters is to be taken as a single number, the ascending 
order goes against the practice normal later, although there are some exceptions (cf. p.114 
supra for Attic cases); it might also be at variance with the two graffiti just cited if they in fact 
contain numerals to be read as 15 and 27. Others have suggested that each pair of numbers in 
I? 760 is to be taken separately, e.g. A, A — 1, 30. The purpose of this document is quite un- 
known (cf. IGI? for theories and bibliography), but it seems pretty definite that it contains 
alphabetic numerals. 

Other examples of the system in early texts on stone are unconvincing. Three Attic horoi of 
the first half of the fifth century with hógoc K, cf. 12 876.1, 2, 3, have been thought to have the 
numeral К (= 20), but that K is some abbreviation (perhaps хобуєс, as suggested by Tod, BSA 49 
[1954] p. 1, or some name) is more likely. So also two other horoi, боос А II? 2515, брос руўџа- 
тос AA II? 2543, perhaps of the fourth century B.C., can not be proved to contain numerals. The 
use of letter-labels on objects is not evidence for any kind of alphabetic numeral system (cf. 
5.0221 infra). А Locrian inscription of 460 В.С. uses the letters А to Ө including digamma to 
indicate divisions of text, cf. IG IX.1, no.718, but as digamma was normal in this alphabet these 
may be subject headings of the letter-label type, not the alphabetic system normal later. | 

Use of the alphabetic numerals in Attic stone texts comes in in the Roman Period. 
The first cases are: ў BovAth fj тфу X II? 4126.7 (non ante 14) ded.; the same phrase 
must be restored in II? 3788.1 (aet. Augusti) ded., where there is not room to restore 
ФЕБаходіюу (cf. Graindor, Album plate 9, по. 12). Also dated vaguely to early in the 
first c. A.D. is the cat., П2 2337, with I (= 10? surely пос = one обої) fourteen times 
in lines 7ff., Г (= 3) once in line 30. Slightly later is тб “А: in II? 3535.6 (са. 57р.) 
ded., with Bovàù төзу éEaxooíov іп ib. 2. Numerals of any kind are rare in the period 
са. 90 B. C.—ca. 100 A.D., but there is one certain case of acrophonic numerals in а 
decree of 10/9—3/2 B.C.; perhaps an instance in а cat. of the period ca. 45 A.D. (cf. 
5.021, p.113 supra). The alphabetic numerals were certainly universal thereafter; 
there is no trace of the acrophonic system in the extensive financial doc., II? 2776, of 
the reign of Trajan (cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p. 476) or in dedications and catalogs after 
50 A.D. The alphabetic numeral КН (= 28) occurs in a date in a decree of Cretan 
cities dated to 111/10, cf. II? 1135.5, where it merely reflects the usage in the cities 
themselves (the text is in Doric, not Attic). 

Lit.: M.N. Tod, BSA 45 (1950) pp. 126—139; Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2, pp. 548—549; Handbuch 
(1914) pp.293ff.; Agora 21, pp. 55—90. Cf. 5.021, 5.0221. 


5.0221 Letter-labels 


The letters of the alphabet had a fixed order, and could thus be used for organizing 
objects or sections of text, as in the Locrian inscription mentioned at the end of the 
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preceding section. The phenomenon occurs in Attic texts first in the fourth century. 
Thus the dikasts’ pinakia of the first half of the fourth century B.C. are stamped with 
the letters A to K, indicating which of the ten sections of jurors from a given tribe the 
owner of the pinakion belonged to (cf. Kroll, p. 1 and note 1, pp. 13—14; cf. Aristotle, 
Athenaion Politeia 63.3—4). On other pinakia running to the number of 25 the letter T 
is pressed into service to give the additional letter-label; the procedure is similar to the 
use of Т for 900 in the alphabetic numeral system, although this use of letters to 
differentiate pinakia is not a numeral system (for these pinakia, cf. Hesperia 29 [1960] 
pp. 393 ff.; for the Т. cf. ibid. pp. 398—399 and 1.014, p.24 supra). 

A similar labelling of objects is mentioned in fourth-century inventories. Cf. Өоша- 
тђоюу Еліхоосоу блбуадхоу (уа то ёлфа z«oo[a]osofjiavta, Өошатђоюу 
émlyovoov ФлбхоХхоу, (уа то Вўта ларасєсйиамута, П2 1425.94-95, 97-98 
(368/7); the same sort of thing in II? 1421.50ff., 55. (374/3, cf. SEG 21.549), ПІЗ 
1429.28, 31 (ca. 367/6). Cf. pun éq'el то A 12 1471.3 (post 318/7), cf. ib. 2ff.; 
II? 1469.7 ff. (post 320/19), II? 1476.6 ff. (post 315/4), II? 1477.24. (cf. Hesperia 40 
(1971) p.448, no. 1) (303/2); 121485.8Н. (307/6), 112 1486.5 ff. (307/6), П2 1492.27 ff. 
(post 311/10). When the letters of the alphabet were exhausted objects were labelled 
AA, BB, etc. отефоу|ос, éq'ót ta S00 АА 1121491.13 (307/6); [và ббо ҮҮ 
II? 1485.4 (307/6); Il? 1443.14—88 (344/3), борог (‘shelves’) labelled from A to EE: 
Туа тд : AA, etc. A combination of iota and other letters may be seen in II? 1496.176ff. 
(334/3—331/0): objects are divided up among борог, ten to the Óvpóc, which are 
described as: ос Війта xai іФта лаоаокотунаутан, ос Віта xa 600 | та nagaceoh- 
ауто, ос фйта xai тоба lata xaoaosofjuavva, olg Віта xai téttaga ібта 
лаоасєођџаутох. The text goes оп to describe objects with gamma and iota, and 
objects with alpha and iota can presumably be assumed to have been in a lost part of 
the inventory. In addition to these objects labelled BI, BII, BIII, BIIII, etc., there are 
others in lines 210ff. labelled with letters, although Kirchner's suggestion they were 
labelled AB, AT, AA, etc. seems based on insufficient evidence. All these texts date 
from the period when inventories were most common in Attica, the fourth century, 
but one text now shows that this type of thing was still used in the second century: cf. 
то үбдиа, ta боо vi, etc. in Hesperia 13 (1944) p.254, no. 11, lines 32ff. (ca. 166) 
inv. 

Although described by some as a third system of numerals this use of letters of the 
alphabet to label objects in no way constitutes a true numerical system. The procedure 
is in fact not different from similar uses of the alphabet by persons making use of 
Arabic numerals. There is no evidence these letter-labels ever had a numerical value. 
The phrase іп II? 1496.176 (cf. supra) clearly distinguished between ordinal and 
cardinal numerals on the one hand and these letter-labels on the other: лрбтос 
Gupds Séxa, ols (үйрра| xoi Юта, xagaocofji[avtat (the restorations are certain): 
first бордс: ten objects marked ГІ. Cf. also ётєро of td үбџџа ёҳ[оутес] AAA: 
отаӨрбу éxóáov[ov: AAA] = another group having (the label) Г: 30, weight of each 
[30]. It is not impossible that the alphabetic number system grew out of some sort of 
letter-label device, but the principle of organization of the number system based on 


Abbreviations, ligatures, numerals 119 


units, tens, and hundreds, is completely different from that seen in the Attic inven- 
tories. Letter-labels are also used extensively in Delian texts (cf. Tod, Lit. infra). 


In rare instances the use of alphabetization by first letter for organizing names of non-citizens 
in ephebic lists occurs: cf. II? 2061, fr. b (not part of the same text as II? 2061, fr. a) (ca. 150p.) 
[This fragment will soon be republished by M. Mitsos, who has associated it with a number of 
fragments to produce a whole which contains, with some gaps, names beginning with alpha all 
the way down to the end of the alphabet]; I? 2103.195 —269 (172/3р. aut paulo post): names 
in A to П, with one name іп О added in line 233, then names in A to X; in line 205 Мецшос) 
Еблорос is filed under £, in line 250 read not ЕйхєХос but Z(xeXoc (L.); in line 259 the name 
Тафоос was intended (the praenomen КХадбюс) is ignored, cf. treatment of МЕн in line 205, 
but in 248—249 two names аге filed under Поеїрос), In lines 270—284 follow two short lists of 
names in E to Ө (270—274) and names in E to Z (275—284). Тһе alphabetization extends only 
to the first letter of the name: within the group of names beginning with any letter there is no 
order according to the alphabetical place of the second letter in the name. 

In the eph. cat., II? 2094 (са. 166/7 p.), a large B to the left of the second column (lines 66—67) 
perhaps indicates an ordinal number; cf. Kirchner's note ad loc. ‘Littera B, quae est in fronte 
columnae alterius, lapidem secundum indicat’ (L.). The mark 7 to the left at the beginning of 
the list of epengraphoi in II? 2207.34 (init. s. Шр., ante 212p.) eph. cat. is a diple obelismene, 
not the letter tau (cf. 4.021, no. 5, p.91 supra) (L.). 

Lit.: M.N. Tod, BSA 49 (1954) pp. 1—8; cf. 5.021, 5.022. The Tod article completely supersedes 
the erroneous information in MS? р. 10, notes 40-43. 


П. PHONOLOGY 
a) VOWELS 
6.00-14.00 Simple Vowels 


6.00 A-vowels 
Fora ~ œ, cf. 15.01; a ~ о, cf. 12.02. 


6.01 Confusion of a and € 


Except іп a few lexical items (cf. 6.011 ff. infra) confusion of а and є is unusual. 
Such examples as do occur are usually the result of vowel assimilation (less often 
dissimilation) or involve non-Attic words. Of the cases of a for є and of є for ас. 


a) Regressive assimilation may be seen in: 


1) Ségetijc, i.e. AEPETHE IP? 11812.3 (= GVI 1, p. 534, по. 1782) (са. 350) sep. mon.; less 
likely: бф'оєтіїс (cf. 33.02, p.426 infra); 

2) “Ахвдл(Өєу II? 6014 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.); 

3) é6apáz[cvoev II? 1006.35 (122/1) decree; alongside Өеро(лефооутес ib. 82 (L.); 

4) £6aoázevae« II? 2337.32 (init. s. Ip.) cat. (L.); 

5) бхолёроо Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., line E 10 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; for the spelling 
åxátegos cf. SEG 9.8.28 (Cyrene); 

6) бойлогуоу Agora inventory no. IL 493, line 27 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.389, no.3, where the 
reading has not been correctly made; the new reading is that of D. Jordan) (found in a deposit 
of s. Ip. material; orthography and writing look like s. Шр.) defixio. 


It is likely that ANATIA is for évavría in two places in the defixio, IG Ш.3, по.110.2, 4 
(400—375) (pointed out to me by D. Jordan); ny is omitted before tau in several other places 
in the text (cf. 41.011, p. 488 infra) (not Attic?). 


Progressive assimilation may be seen in: 


7) лоојолаобёосау АМ 66 (1941) p.235, no.6, line 6 (= SEG 19.130) (344—313) inv.; but 
careless omission of the augment may be the reason for this example. 
With по. 1 supra cf. KAnvegétm in II? 8491 (fin. s. V a./init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. of a woman from 
Lesbos. 
It is noteworthy that in four of the above cases the intervening consonant is a liquid (cf. 26.01 
infra). 
The spelling ПРОХАЛБАБМ (= лоосаүоүгіу) in the decree, 1245.36 (439/8, cf. SEG 
21.29; 10.34), looks more like a copying mistake than assimilation (or dissimilation). 
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“Аоташу occurs twice on а defixio, IG Ш.3, no.75.b1, b10 (s. Ша.?), alongside "Артеш- 
passim al.; it could be due to assimilation or the non-Attic origin of the writer: "Agtapts is 
normal іп all West Greek dialects except Cretan and Boeotian, cf. Buck, GD? p. 24, по. 13.2. 

For ’Axadjpeva ~ ‘Exadjpera, cf. 6.015 infra. 


b) Dissimilation has been invoked as the explanation for Zégamıç, etc. (cf. 6.011 
infra), and it may have some bearing on °Аџрфійраос ~ "Анфиеооос (cf. 6.012 infra). 
The Wepáðe said to occur on a rf. lekythos in Naples (no. 3352, cf. Kretschmer, Vasen- 
inscbriften p.117) may be due to dissimilation. Other vases have Wauáðe, e.g. ARV? 
p- 1142, Berlin inv. no. 3244 (by Xenotimos) (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 116.3—5); 
ARV? p.992, Achilles painter no.69 (= E. Langlotz, Griechische Vasen in Würzburg, 
plates 198, 199). A naval inventory also mentions a ship named Wapé6n, cf. I? 
1611.122, 136, 166 (357/6); and it is attested as the name of a woman from Herakleia, 
wife of a Plataean, cf. 12 8818 (s. II/Ia.) sep. mon. 

Probably just a copying error: лЕо|а|аєсйнамта in П2 1425.95 (368/7), an inv. 
with several other copying mistakes; for лоосауєубу, cf. а) supra. 


с) Latin e written а occurs occasionally in Attic texts: Zaxóvóa II? 5628 (fin. s. 
Ia./init. s. Ip.) sep. mon. of the wife of an Athenian (L.); elsewhere Хєкбудос, Łe- 
хобубос, LexovvdlAAa, etc. (cf. 11.042 infra for examples). So also OvaAa[eia in 
II? 4247.1 (ca. 100p.) ded., for the normal Офадедрі- (frequent, cf. 37.011 infra). For 
Kalendae the use of а in Greek was normal; cf. Калауббуу Hesperia 30 (1961) p.287, 
no. 180 (aet. infimae) sep. mon.; КаХоубіюу, man's name, cf. II? 1817.48 (paulo ante 
220/1 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); II? 2214.37 (post 212/3 p.), 12 2245.112 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) 
all eph. catalogs. Cf. Eckinger p. 18. 


d) Purely graphic mistakes are: биророу inadvertently inscribed for Eupogov 
(demanded by the sense), II? 12318.9 (= GVI 1, p.629, по. 1996) sep. mon. (metrical), 
cf. Peek's discussion in Mnemosynon Theodor Wiegand p.37; чєбЕєс for тедЕас, 
II? 4792.5 (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.); cf. һеорбу|еус for һеонбуаус on a rf. vase, ARV? 
p. 483, no. 6 (= HRF2, p. 20, no. 1); other vases of this group have hegpõvaxs. 


e) Attic spellings are: 


хаталоћтс, хаталодлахд, кахаладтафеціа, хахаладтафетис: cf. e.g. П2 120.37 (353/2, cf. 
Hesperia 7 [1938] p.286) decree; II? 1627.328, 330, 331, 337, 340 (330/29), II? 1628.510, 512, 
513, 518, 521 (326/5), II? 1629.985, 987, 988, 993, 997 (325/4), II? 1631.222, 226, 228 (323/2), 
12 1469.78 (post 320/19) inventories; II? 9979 (post 350) sep. mon. of a Mysian: хат(о)лодла- 
Фетос; 112 554.15 (307—304? cf. SEG 24.111) decree; 11? 1487.87, 88, 102 (post 307/6) іпу.; 
Il? 665.27 (266/5, cf. SEG 15.103), Hesperia 2 (1933) p.158, no.6, lines 5-6 (са. 240), ІР 
900.22 (185/4), П2944Ь(іп add.).21 (175—150? cf. Hesperia 11 [1942] p.300), II? 1006.34, 
46, 65, 82 (122/1) all decrees. The spellings in -леХТ- frequent in codd. of literary texts are not 
attested at Athens. 

тТахати (attested once only): II? 1517.209 (353/2—341/0) inv. 

Also not found in Attic texts is -ega in téttaga. or тЄооора. Even where non-Attic -00- occurs 
for -тт-, there is no -eg- (cf. 43.04 infra for examples). 

Lit.: MS? pp.14—15, notes 62-69; Lademann p.115; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.258; Mayser- 
Schmoll pp. 33 ff.; W. Schulze, KS? p. 268. 
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6.011 Хбоал ~ Уёралс, А decree of sarapiastai of the later third century B.C. 
has the first Attic examples of Уаоол- (no.51 infra). The Xagázi оп an incised 
knuckle-bone from the Agora provides a good contemporary parallel (Agora inv. 
no. Bl 847 of the late third c., brought to my attention by Professors Stella Miller and 
John Kroll). The Zagan- spellings are found as late as ca. 230 A.D., but they are not 
normally encountered after the middle of the second century after Christ (latest 
examples nos.8, 43-44, 57-58). The first case of Zegan- occurs оп а sep. mon. 
showing a genuine hesitation between Zegan- and Zagan- (по. 62 infra). It might be 
as early as the late second century В.С., but it must be admitted that the evidence of 
the letter-forms on which the date is based is scarcely conclusive. In general the 
Zegar- spellings are rare before 100 A.D., when they become more frequent than 
those in Zagan-. Except for no.62 no single text exhibits both spellings; and Kirch- 
ner’s connection of the Zegazíov of II? 6829 (no. 64) with the family of the Уаоал юу 
of II? 2336 (no.21) and other texts is quite uncertain (cf. PA no. 12564). 

Best attested are Харалішу and Leganiwv. А nominative Zágazug is not attested, 
but Харблібос, Харбии occur (nos.1—9). A nominative Pidooéganis (man's 
name) occurs once (no. 60), but the name of the deity Уёралс is attested only in the 
genitive (no. 61). 

The papyri provide conclusive evidence of priority of the Харал- spellings even in 
the name of the deity Хараліс (cf. Mayser-Schmoll pp.33—34; U. Wilcken, Archiv 
fiir Papyrusforschung 3 [1903—1906] p.251). Thus J. Schmidt's complicated theory 
(cf. ZVS 32 [1892] pp. 358ff.) of an assimilation of Zegan- to Харал- in the oblique 
cases such as Уєрбл:бос (i.e. where the accent was no longer on the initial syllable) 
followed by a restoration of Хео- here (from the unchanged nominative Légazts) 
must be given up. An original Харал- was probably dissimilated to Zegan- (so 
Mayser-Schmoll, p.34). The chronological trend Zagar- to Хєрал- makes it less 
likely that hesitation in the transcription of a foreign vowel is involved. 

Lit.: MS? p.14, notes 62-3; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.258; Mayser-Schmoll pp.33—4; Mayser 1, 
p. 57; for the accentuation Хбралис/ Zógazuc, cf. U. Wilcken, Urkunden der Ptolemderzeit 1, 
p. 86, note 5. 


Examples: Xagax-: 


Харблмос, Fagard: 

1) II? 4692.1 (ca. 200, cf. Vidman p. 6, no. 3; S. Dow, HTR 30 [1937] pp. 198 ff.) ded.; 

2) Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 252, no. 51, line 6 (144/3?) ded.; 

3) 02 2336.47, 80, 130, 257 (102/1-97/6) cat; Уаралішу, Уараліоууос elsewhere, cf. 
no. 21 infra; 

4) AE 1913 p. 197 (116/5—95/4, сі. Vidman p.7, no. 5) ded.; 

5) 112 3498.9 (s. Ia.) ded.; 

6) Hesperia 34 (1965) pp. 125 ff., line 1 (ca. 37 aut paulo post) decree: Хао|бли)бу; 

7) 02 3565.4 (s. VII p.) ded.; 

8) II? 3681 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; 

9) Il? 4872 (date?) ded. (priv.); 
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Zagantwv: 

10) П2 820.9 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p. 179, no. 5) (190— 170) decree; 

11) IP? 7081.1 (в. Ш/Па.) sep. mon.; 

12) II? 2358.71 (са. 150) cat.; 

13) Ii? 7407.1 (post 150) sep. mon.; 

14) AM 66 (1941) p.228, no.4, line 2 (138/7 аш 137/6) decree (orgeones): Zagaxícov (cf. 
the photograph Tafel 76.2; the printed text has an erroneous Zegantwv); 

15) II? 2452.33 (са. 125/4) cat.; 

16) II? 2485.3 (122/1) actually part of decree II? 1006, cf. AE 1950/51 p.45, по. 25; 

17) II? 1009.28 (116/5) decree; cf. ib. 68: ®ао[; 

18) II? 1010.72, 73 (ca. 116) decree; 

19) II? 1228.5 (116/5) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 

20) II? 1011, col. 6.101 (106/5) decree; 

21) II? 2336.55, 137, 202, 204, 206, 208, 210 (102/1— 97/6) cat.; cf. no.3 supra; 

22) ЇЇ 8609.2 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; 

23) 129189 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; 

24) I1? 9788 (s. ПЛ а.) sep. mon.; 

25) IP? 3881.1 (ca. 100) ded. (bis); 

26) Il? 1039.w 22 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree; 

27) IP? 1944.25 (75/4) cat.; 

28) II? 4464.1 (63/2) ded. (priv.); 

29) II? 1961.45 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113) eph. cat.; 

30) II? 5515 (fin. s. Та.) sep. mon.; 

31) Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.223ff., lines 21-22 (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges Bidez pp.819ff.) 
decree; 

32) 1I? 3175.5 (10/9 a.—2/3 p.) ded.; 

33) II? 8006 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

34) II? 8033 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. (bis); 

35) 128249 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

36) IP 12584/5 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

37) II? 12616 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

38) Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 54, no. 102 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.: арал юу Zjagan{lwvoc; 

39) П2 9499.4 (s. 1a./s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

40) 12 2002.10 (s. Ip.) eph. cat.; 

41) IP 10123.4 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

42) II? 11851 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

43) IP? 3634.2 (post 150p.) ded. (L.); 

44) II? 2079.3 (158/9p.) eph. cat.; 

45) II? 12586 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

46) Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 75, по. 149 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

47) Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 286, no. 175 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

48) IP 10161 а (in text).4 (aet. Rom.) зер. mon.; 

49) II? 8774a (in add. nova) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

50) II? 9605 (date?) sep. mon.; 


Уаоолиаотйс: 
51) IP? 1292.2, 17 (215/4, cf. Vidman p. 4, no. 2) decree (sarapiastai); 
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Уооолайс (woman's name): 
52) II? 8280 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
53) IP 6811 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
54) 12 9866 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
55) 12 8279 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
56) Archaiologika Poikila 1960 p. 17 (= SEG 19.277) (s. Ip.) sep. шоп. 


Уараліахос: 
57) II? 2200.7 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.: [Z]aga[m]vaxdc; 
58) Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 49, no. 59, line 4 (са. 227/8 —230/1 p.) ded.: Zaga[x]w[xo; 


Зарал-: 
59) II? 1035.56 (са. 10/9—3/2, cf. Hesperia 44 [1975] рр.221-223) decree: ®аоал{; 
Zeoan-: 
Ф.Хооёралас: 
60) IP 2100.23 (post 169/70р.) eph. cat.: ФОооёралс 
Xégasus, etc.: 
61) Hesperia 36 (1967) p.97, no. 28, line 7 (ca. 220 p.) ded.: Хврблибоб; 
Хералі у: 
62) IP 102104, 2 (s. ПЛа.) зер. mon.: Хфралішу | 25 олішуос (L.). That the writer’s final 


intention was Хараліоу Уераліюууос сап only be suggested with considerable hesitation. 
E and A have been superimposed in both lines, but as nothing has been erased it is hard 
to tell which letter was carved first in each case. In line 2 epsilon (smaller than the normal 
letter-size of this text) appears to cut through the strokes of the alpha and was probably 
carved second. In line 1 an earlier epsilon appears to have been converted into an alpha: 
at least the alpha seems to cut through the top hasta of the epsilon. The first two letters of 
line 1 (both epsilon and alpha) are also smaller than the rest of the lettering. 

63) Il? 1757.24 (ca. 40-30, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 174, no. 106) pryt. cat.; 

64) II? 6829 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

65) Il? 8512.3 (s. lp.) sep. mon.; 

66) II? 2018.14 (init. s. Пр.) eph. сас; 

67) II? 2024.80 (112/3 p.) eph. cat.; 

68) II? 2038.3 (cf. SEG 12.112) (ca. 125/6 p.) eph. cat.; 

69) II? 2049.140 (142/3 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

70) II? 2051.98 (144/5 —149/50p.) eph. cat.; 

71) II? 2059.39 (ca. 147/8 р.) eph. cat. (L.); 

72) ЇЇ 3012.1 (158/9 p.) ded.; 

73) 12 3607.19 (ante 161 p.) ded.; 

74) 12 2089.10 (162/3 aut 164/5 р.) eph. cat.; 

75) ЇЇ 2103.253 (172/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 

76) Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 48, no. 11, line 18 (182/3 p.) pryt. cat.; 

77) II? 1792.27 (са. 192/3 p.) pryt. cat.; 

78) I 2111/12.17 (182/3— 190/1 p.) eph. cat.; 

79) По 2119.31 (180/1—191/2p.) eph. сас; 

80) II? 2962.7, 13 (s. Пр.) ded.; 
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81) 12 2199.162 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.: Хєраліо(уос); 

82) II? 1824.31 (post 216 p.) pryt. cat.; 

83) II? 2208.92 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 

84) IF 2218.2 (post 212/3 p.) eph. cat.; 

85) IP? 1832.23 (ca. 231/2 p.) pryt. cat.; 

86) II? 2235.109 (226/7— 234/5 p.) eph. cat.; 

87) II? 2237.145 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

88) Il? 2242.6 (238/9 aut 242/3 р.) eph. сас; 

89) 112 2239.5 (238/9—243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

90) 12 2243.9 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

91) II? 2245.72 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat.; 

92) Deltion 25 (1970) p.81, no. 55 (s. IIIIp., al. x. X is surely а misprint for al. и. X) sep. 
mon.; 

93) 112 2283.8 (date ?) eph. cat.: Zepgaztí«a»v; 

94) IP? 12587 (date ?) sep. mon.: Zegantwvi; 


Хғралибс (woman's name): 
95) 129324 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
96) 12 3962.5 (post 128/9 p.) ded.; 


Leganac: 
97) II? 1996.252 (84/5 —92/3 р.) eph. cat. (L.); 


Уеоолиахбс: 
98) П2 2191.94 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat.; 


Хеєраліас (man's name): 
99) II? 2211.31 (init. з. Шр.) eph. cat.: Хераліом; 


Хєрол-: 
100) Hesperia 16 (1947) р. 179, no. 82, line 3 (ca. 175 p.) pryt. cat.: Хєралі. 


Notes and Corrections: 


The text IG Ш no. 1306 comes from Carystus (= IG ХП.9, no. 11); in II? 2021.36 (= IG III 
по. 1102) read Хтоб[т]оу (L.), not Ze]oox[(«ov. The text IG Ш по. 3633 is suspect and was 
omitted from IG IE: cf. remarks of Dittenberger on p. 254 of IG Ш.2. 


6.012 'Auqtágaoc ~ 'Auquéoaogc. The dipinti have 'Auqtágsoc, i.e. "Appuagews 
(cf. Corinthian "Арфібопос), or 'Auquóágaog (only rf.); the reading 'Aquégsoc оп 
a bf. vase must be corrected to "Афібовос, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften рр. 122- 
123. There is no trace of the Attic 'Арфійоєос in stone texts, where “Анфибоаос is 
normal for the name of the deity (also rarely а man's name); 'Auquégaog is rare 
(nos.8, 11, 23). For the festival there is one case of "Auquéoeu before Roman times 
(no. 7); in the later Roman Period are found 'Auqiéoeia (nos. 20, 22, 24), Арфійраа 
(по. 18), and 'Auquégoa (nos. 19, 21), but not ?Анфи@ровца. In the decree of am- 
phieraistai (no. 12), “Арфибооос and 'Ацфієрашоті)с occur in close proximity. 
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'Auquégeux might be the result of assimilation, but the "Auquéoaoc spellings are puzzling: 
perhaps derived from ”Аррирас, due to dissimilative tendencies, or result of confusion with 
legdc, legeta, etc. The etymology is obscure, cf. GEW 1, p.99. Cf. 26.01d, p.390 infra; 26.02, 
p.391 infra. 


Examples: 


1) “Анфибоаос II? 171 (400—350) epistyle of a decree; 

2) 'Auquao&o: II? 4394 (post 350) ded. (priv.); 

3) 'Auquag&ox II? 333.с21 (335/4) decree; 

4) 'Auquoóov II? 338.15, 27-28 (333/2) decree (actually found at Oropos); 

5) "Appuxgaov II? 1672.305 (329/8) inv. (L.); 

6) "Арфіадрйою Agora 15, p.59, no.49, lines 45, 57 (= АЕ 1917, p.40, по.92) (328/7) 

decree; 

7) `Арфіќо[е]а II? 3140 (s. ГУЛП а.) ded., now only 'Auquo[ is legible (L.); 

8) 'Auqueoóco[u] II? 4436 (s. IV/IlI a.) ded. (priv.); 

9) "Арфмцйоу II? 1282.13 (261/0) decree (thiasotai?); 
10) "Арфіадраом IT? 4441.1 (217/6) ded. (priv.) (no. 17 infra is on this same stone) (L.); 
11) "Ашреобон I? 4452 (в. Ша.) ded. (priv.); 
12) 'Augiagáox II? 1322.2 (fin. s. IIa./init. s. Па.) decree (amphieraistai), but "Apquegavoxaig 

ib. 11, 18; 

13) "Арфираос II? 2363.22 (ca. 100) cat.; 
14) “Анфибоооу II? 1344.10 (post 28/9 p.) an agreement of two synodoi (2), 
15) 'Aupi]áoaos (man's name) II? 1997.11 (85/6 —94/5 р.) eph. cat.; 
16) "Арфіаддом IP? 2776.13 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p. 476) financial doc.; 
17) “Артоаодо П2 4441.11 (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.) (no. 10 supra is on this same stone) (L.); 
18) l'A]Juqvagóácov II? 2196.12 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
19) "Аріфієобогу II? 2193.28 (198/9 —205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph. cat. (L.); 
20) 'Augue[o]e о[у II? 2197.14 (paulo post 200p.) eph. cat.; 
21) "Анфісобоуу II? 2208.109 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 
22) "Арфицогішу (a = є, cf. 15.013, по. 85) II? 2237.58 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
23) "Авфіғобол II? 4530 (s. ПЛПр.) ded. (priv.); 
24) ”Арфьере ov II? 2242.39 (238/9 aut 242/3 p.) eph. cat. 


6.013 ПтүеХедс-- Поүод0с, In the fifth-c. tribute documents there are two 
examples of IIvyoAijc for the more common ПоүєғАс, ethnic of the town in Ionia 
later known as Поүє\а or ФбүеХа (cf. 38.012). The word is not found in later Attic 
inscriptions, but elsewhere the -&- spelling was clearly normal (cf. ATL 1 p.543 for 
fourth-c. examples; add Пууєдеїс SEG 23.189, col. 2.9, Argive text of са. 330). The 
а бог є is due to characteristic difficulties in finding an Attic equivalent for the vowel 
of the foreign word. 

Lit.: MS? p. 15, note 66. 


Examples (all tribute lists): 
Поүалёс: 
1) 12199.7 (= АТІ,2, по. 9) (446/5); 
2) :213.40 (= ATL 2, no. 23, col. 1.47) (432/1); 
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Tiwyedéc: 
3) P 202.29 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2); 
4) 1? 203.29 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1); 
5) 12 204.3 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 1.15) (441/0); 
6) 12 205.13 (= ATL 2, no. 15) (440/39); 
7) P 64.41 (= ATL 2, no. A9, col. 1.151) (425/4) decree (in trib. list appended at end); 
8) 12 221.22 (= ATL 2, no. 40, col. 1.24) (415/14). 


6.014 "Аропфорб, аротфбоос ~ epenpoed, éoonpóooc (Ёротфбоос) Теп 
examples of Еоотфооф specifically mention Athena (nos. 4— 12, 14), but one lost text 
(no. 13) tied this spelling to Demeter and Kore. “Асоотфооф is mentioned іп a decree 
in connection with the Epidauria (no.1) where it clearly means no more than xa- 
упфод-, cf. xavngoefjoaoav іп 123554.19--22 (= no.11, with éoenqgogfjcacav 
"АФтуб). The other text with deenpoed (no.3) and those with the examples of 
&орт|фбоос (no.2) and Еоотүрбоос (no.15) do not mention the name of any deity. 
Thus it is perhaps risky to assume that the specific religious observance concerned 
with Athena (cf. Pausanias 1.27.3) must be meant in nos.2, 3 and 15. Even if the 
ёоопфоріа and дортүфорба. were originally distinct (so Nilsson, Adrados, cf. Lit. 
infra), there is по epigraphical evidence that фоотфоо- and Еоотфоо- were not inter- 
changeable at Athens by the Hellenistic Period (there are no earlier examples). The 
spellings in ёоотфоо- are both considerably more common than those in 4001)фоо- 
and are spread over a longer period of time (ca. 220 B.C. to after 150 A.D.). Two 
instances of Egonpdgos on seats in the Theatre of Dionysus (nos. 16— 17) involve the 
deities Chloe Themis and Шеуіа. The presence of the non-Attic -оо- may reflect 
later learned attempts to explain ёротфоо- with reference to"Egon. 

The etymologies and interrelationships of these terms remain obscure. The Ancients derived 
доотфоо- from &eentoc, with a difficult apocope (accepted by Deubner, cf. infra) and associated 
ёротүфоо- with “Egon, daughter of Cecrops, semantically very difficult. On the strength of the 
epigraphical evidence the text of Lysias 21.5 is generally emended from ”Аортфрор(ас to 
"Еодтуродріас (C. Robert). ђортрбооху Aristoph. Lys. 642 is of course ambiguous and Dinarchus 
fr. 6.4 is known only via Harpocration; other attestations in codd. аге in late writers. It should 
be noted that an original боотфоо- could have been assimilated to ёропфор-, or an original 
Есотфоо- could have been dissimilated to Ф4оотФоо-. 

Lit.: MS? p.15, note 67; Lademann p.121; DEG 1 p.115 with lit.; Nilsson, Geschichte gr. 
Religion 13 p.441; L.Deubner, Attische Feste pp.9ff.; Е.В. Adrados, Emerita 19 (1951) 
pp. 117—133; W. Burkert, Hermes 94 (1966) pp. 1ff., especially p. 17, note 1. 


Examples (ай dedications except nos. 1, 16): бротфоо-: 
1) 1I? 974.19 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p. 188, no. 10) (137/6) decree: яоотурооофоау; 
2) II? 3528.1 (init. s. Ip.): Goonqóoov (L.); 
3) 112 3960.3 (post 128/9 p.): dgenpoghoaca. (L.); 

ёоотфоо-: 

Eoenpoghoaca(y): 


4) 112 3461.5 (ca. 220): éoo[n)eo[ofjoaca]; 
5) 123472.4 (200-150); 
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6) 11? 3470.7 (200—150): éo[en]eoofjoaoca[v] (L.); 
7) II? 3471.4 (200—150): £oo[nqoofqoacav]; 
8) 112 3497.4 (s. Ia.) (L.); 
9) 11? 3496.5 (s. Ia.); 
10) II? 3515.3 (aet. Augusti): £[oonqoofjoacav ' Aon ]à; 
11) 02 3554.3 (s. Ip.); 
12) 2 3555.3 (s. Ip.); 
13) 12 3729 (date ?); 


ёоотроообсау: 
14) 12 3473.4 (ca. 150) (L.); 


ёоотүрбооу: 
15) IP? 3634.1 (post 150p.) (L.); 


Egongdgors: 
16)-17) ІІ? 5098, 5099 (aet. Rom.) theatre-seats. 


6.015 “Ехабїреаа-»"Ахадїреш. The recent finding іп the Academy of a horos 
in situ inscribed Һбоос тёс hexadepetas confirms the statement of Diogenes Laertius 
3.7 that the original form of the name was “Ехабфиешю, Deltion 22 (1967) Chronika 
p.46 (= ААА 1 [1968] pp. 101, 107; BCH 92 [1968] p.733, fig.9; SEG 24.54); the 
text probably dates to the later sixth century. Several years earlier Beazley had already 
suggested that the ВЕКА( on an early bf. vase should be restored to the name of the 
eponymous hero of the Academy, "Ехабтиос, cf. АЈА 58 (1954) p.187 (= ABV 
p.27, no.36). For the name, cf. Fhexóáóapog IG VII no. 593 (= DGE p.230, no.452.5) 
(s. VI/Va.) sep. mon. from Tanagra. The later attestations are later than 300 B.C. 
and have always "Ахадти-: ”Ахабїреха (toponym) occurs in 112 1006.20 (122/1) 
decree; II? 2776.89, cf. 185 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial doc.; 
cf. Jadnpetou Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 15, no.9, line 4 (184—171) decree. An Athenian 
named "Ахадтіос is mentioned іп a decree, II? 678.39 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377); сі. 
the person of this name defended by Hyperides in the fourth c., PA no.460. Attested 
as a woman's name (all these persons probably slaves): 

”Ахадареа: II? 10617 (s. IIa.) sep. mon. 

"Ачабішеа: II? 8558 (з. Та.) (L.); Deltion 21 (1966) Chronika p. 107, no.3 (needs correction, cf. 
Deltion 23 [1968] p.296, no.2; SEG 25.274) (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. Probably also in 
another sep. mon., II? 10616 (s. ІЛІр.), where an upright stroke in between the final E and A is 
probably not a letter but a stray mark (L.). For the spelling without iota, cf. 16.021f, no.4, 
p. 320 infra. 


"Ахабти- doubtless arose from "Ехадти- through assimilation, but the loss of the 
aspiration remains unexplained; the opposite assimilation is perhaps to be seen in 
Еєхёдарос IGIX.2 по.662 (= DGE p.277, no.584.2) (450—425? cf. LSAG p.99, 
no. 9) sep. mon. from Thessaly. 

Lit.: Schwyzer, GG 1, рр.226, 256; Lejeune, Phonétique p.238, no.254 and note 3; p.134 
(= Traité? рр.115, 208); С. de Simone, 29584 (1970) p.219, notes 26-29; J.Schmidt, 
ZVS 32 (1893) p.393. 


A-vowels 129 


6.02 Confusion of a and t 


а) Мітоаббттс is attested once in the Hellenistic Period: II? 4684 (s. Ша.) ded. of 
a person (almost certainly not Athenian) of unknown origin. This same spelling is 
found in codd. to Herodotus 1.110, 121 (the man was a Mede). Мидофбтс̧ is 
normal in texts of the Roman Period: II? 3444.3 (ante 17 p.) ded. of the demos to the 
Commagene monarch (both М:0005- and М!0046- on coins of these rulers, cf. HN? 
рр.774-5, s. Ia.—s. Ір.); П21968.1 (41-54р.) eph. cat.: archon at Athens; II? 
2472.8 (ca. 140—144 p.) cat.; 129180 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. Мідоабатис occurs on 
all the coins of the various Pontic rulers, cf. HN? pp. 500 ff. (s. Ш--Іа.), even on those 
minted at Athens in 87—86 B.C. (HN? p.385). To the Greeks the derivation from 
Мібоа was apparent, and the fondness for М:0046- was probably due to the ab- 
normality of а as a connecting vowel in composition. М:00:96ттүс is found in a text 
from Oropos as early as са. 240 B.C., cf. IG УП по. 303.80. In Mutoofétngc the o is 
again the connecting vowel of compounds: the name occurs once, II? 4689 (init. s. 
IIa.) ded. (priv.) (L.), person of unknown origin. Codd. to Herodotus 3.120 vary 
between МітооВбттс and МатоаВоттс (the man was a Persian). For this o as con- 
necting vowel, cf. Мідоодатис, found in papyri, Mayser-Schmoll p.38; Ештоофд- 
боту, codd. to Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusae 163. Cf. also М.Өра5 бүс, name of 
Cappadocian, II? 980.11 (ca. 150) decree. 


For the variation Міло- ~ Мі00-, cf. 38.012 b, p. 453 infra. 


b) A decree of the fifth c. attests the Macedonian name “Аооофдіос, cf. 1271.75, 
76 (ca. 436? cf. SEG 21.30); cf. the same spelling on a decree from Troy honoring 
another member of this family, SIG? no.188 (360/59). The °Аоо(В)аїос̧ of the 
codd. of Polyaenus 7.30 is probably а Hellenized form based on names in 'AgQ-. 
Only *Аоо:- in the Macedonian name 'Agoióaios, cf. II? 102.20 (са. 370) decree; 
Hesperia 26 (1957) p.47, no.7, line 4 (173/2—168/7) decree: ”Арод9айос., The 
“Аоо4бойос on a text from Thrace may belong to the same family, as noted by С.А, 
Stamires (Hesperia 26, p. 50, note 77), cf. OGIS no.301. The name is spelled "Ео- 
о‹доїос іп a treaty from Olynthos, cf. SIG? no. 135. 


c) Known only from an early copy: Macavvaocoi, cf. II? 2316.44 (ca. 166/5) cat. 
of Panathenaic victors; Kirchner had no independent authority for printing Macavao- 
oot in IG П2, Non-Attic texts of the same date have Maoavvaoàc, cf. IG ХІ.4, 
nos. 1115—1116 (ca. 167) dedications. The Macaviooüg of codd. to Lucian Махоб- 
Bior 17 тау be а more Hellenized form ог be related to Latin Masinissa; literary 
codd. usually have Maooavaoo-, cf. Pape- Benseler p.870. 

d) “Афабуаіо(с) Agora 15, p. 59, no.49, line 24 (= AE 1917, p.40, по.92) (328/7) decree, 
might be assimilation or just a careless graphic mistake; "Афі- occurs in this word in ib. 5, 42, 
48. 

A careless writing error: TETIPTQI (= техботож) Il? 1534 А.45 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 
Lit.: MS? p. 15, notes 70-72; Lademann p. 115; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.206; Gram. pergamenischen 
Inscbriften p. 34. 
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6.03 Confusion of a and o 


a) Two early rf. vases attest the existence of Keoxvaveóc alongside Kegxóov (cf. 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.203): Kegxva[veóc ? ARV? p.191, Kleophrades 
painter no.104 (= НКЕ2, p.147, по.36); [Keg]xvavetg ARV? p.260, Syriskos 
painter no.7 (= CVA, France 2, plate 22.4). In both cases the figures depicted make 
it certain that the individual is the same as that labeled Kegxóov elsewhere, e.g. 
ARV? p.318, Onesimos по.1 (= HRF 1, p.398, по.11); ARV? p.1174, Aison no.1 
(= CVA, Spain 2, plates 1-5). A small fragment of an eph. cat. has Kegxvovetc, an 
epithet of Apollo, cf. II? 1972.7 (са. 45р.) (L.). Кеохчоуе0с would be a back-forma- 
tion from Keoxóov; for original а in Керхуауєбс, cf. Schulze, ZVS 33 (1895) p.320 
(= KS? p.393). 

b) In a decree of a garrison of troops including mercenaries dated just after 236/5, 
Rapeoxevacoto (= ларғохеобсато) is more likely just a copying error than an 
assimilation, cf. П2 1299.7 (this omicron not different from others on the monument, L.). 

c) Attic inscriptions agree with Bosporan coins іп the spelling Улботохос, cf. e.g. 
II? 212.1, 9, etc. (347/6); П? 653.10, etc. (285/4) (L.) decrees; II? 7972 (s. Па.) sep. 
mon. For the coins cf. HN? p. 503 (s. Па.). 

Codd. of literary writers (Diodorus, etc.) have Хлартахос. For v—Ó іп this word, cf. 35.03c, 
р.438 infra. 

d) хаддс on a rf. vase (alongside xaAdg several times), cf. ARV? p.948, related to Painter of 
London E 777 no.5 (= CVA, USA 5, plate 38.1), and ходос on another, cf. ARV? р. 1188, 
Pothos painter по.1 (= CVA, USA 2, plate 23.1а-с; HRF 2, p.387, no.8), might be graphic 
mistakes or assimilation (note intervening liquid), cf. 26.01 infra. Cf. хотобф (corrected from 
хатодо) on a defixio, IG IIL3, no. 51.3 (s. IV а.), alongside хатад ib. 1. 

For Oeo- / Oeayévng, etc.; Мєо-/ NeaxoM tr, cf. Morphology. 
Lit.: MS? p. 16, note 73. 


6.04 1у5.4 


6.041 Attica 


The distribution of ņ and à has reached its final form in Attica by the time of the 
earliest written documents. Thus п appears for à (usually original or resulting from loss 
of Indo-European s, e.g. Ефауа) except after є, 1, ог о (but т from à after -о/-, cf. 
хбот)). -eŭ contracted directly to -n, which is thus not for -à, although contracted 
-єй, does appear as -à after є, 1 (but not о, cf. e.g. бот). -ea probably also contracted 
directly to -т, as in xovorj, Халх, etc. (but deyved). 

The earliest examples on stone monuments are: otéAe 12 997 (= IGAA p.129, 
no.22; LSAG p.76, по.8) (са. 625—600?); veagav héfev 12976 (= ІСАА p.133, 
no. 34) (ca. 560—550?); фМрообуес 12 1016 (= IGAA p.136, по.41; LSAG p.77, 
no. 22) (са. 5402); фес 12 1012 (= IGAA p.137, no.44; LSAG p.77, no.23) (ca. 
550-5402); Баласєс, dvo[of]av, heluxtag 12 1021 (= ІСАА p.143, no.56) (ca. 
550—540?) дбеХФЕс piles, oxéAev, Бохосцідєс IGAA p.139, по.48 (= SEG 
10.4522) (са. 540?); ФоаоіхХе(ос, хбоє 12 1014 (= IGAA p.138, no.46; LSAG 


A-vowels 131 


p. 78, по.29) (са. 5402), Mvoí(veg I? 1009 (= IGAA p.142, no.54) (ca. 525—500?); 
Avoéau 12 1025 (= IGAA p.141, no.53) (са. 525—500?); uvéua, софіас 12 1019 
(= IGAA p.147, no.66) all these texts sepulchra! monuments; 0бовь І? 468 (558? cf. 
DAA p.358) ded.; хбов 12663 (+ 12548, cf. DAA p.10, no.6) (527—514) ded.; 
12500 (= DAA p.196, no.171) (init. s. Va.) ded., etc. Cf. хратбоа in the Attic 
сору, xontijoa in the Ionic, оп a sep. mon. from Sigeion, DGE p.356, no.731 (са. 
550? cf. AAG? pp.165ff.; LSAG p.371, nos.43—44). Cf. numerous examples of 
*Atevata on archaic dedications (cf. 15.0121, pp. 271 ff. infra). 

Metrical texts often have Ionic т where Attic should have à because of the artificial 
character of the diction, often pseudo-epic. Cf. aldolev, латроес 12978 (са. 525-- 
500, cf. IGAA p.130, по.24) sep. mon.; Ф/оуоеуісс, "A89evaíe, 12 530 (= DAA 
p.126, no.121) (са. 475?) ded.; үғуєўу II? 13102а(іп text).2 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 
zvoxaw 12 8494.5 (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon., alongside xevedt, oxot(ac, боіау; 
oogins, ['Axa]ónueínc 02 12764 (са. 167/6) sep. mon.; etc. In the Roman Period this 
use of Idnic n is very frequent in poetical texts, especially sep. monuments, e.g. Пафіт 
II? 12664.5 (s. Ip.), уємейу II? 10457а(іп add.).3 (са. 100p.), Xvyofjv II? 12628.6 
(s. Пр.), латотс, Avoovinv П2 12473 (s. ШЛУр.), etc.; also on dedications, e.g. 
Oofixec II? 4786.4 (s. Ip.; early, cf. SEG 24.227; 19.223); evvoulny II? 4797 (s. Пр.); 
etc.; cf. LeAnvaing II? 4997.4 (s. / Гр.) oracular response. 

Apart from texts consistently written in Doric or some other dialect which shows 
à where Attic has n, spellings in à occur not infrequently in metrical texts, and in con- 
junction with spellings іп 1 where Attic would have à. Cf. ёферообуоц, оёро. IGAA 
p.122, no.14 (- СУІ1, p.46, no.161; SEG 21.199) (ca. 510-500) sep. mon.; 
hurx]ooóvo[t] І? 946.2 (probably part of the same monument as I? 944; variously 
dated as ca. 431, cf. SEG 22.64, ог 458/7, cf. GVI 1, р.6, no. 14) cas. list; this text is 
preserved as no.254 of Book 7 of the Anthologia Palatina, where the manuscripts 
vary between Їллообуу and іллосоут, cf. J. Waltz’ Budé edition, volume 4 (Paris, 
1938); 'A0avata, but дладруку, тё, Өсфабес (the sculptor's name) I? 499 (са. 510— 
500? cf. DAA р. 308, по.290) ded.; хбоо I? 590 (ca. 500? cf. DAA p.87, no.82) ded.; 
хбооһ, evyoapéve 12451 (fin. s. Via.) fr. of a bronze ded., certainly metrical, cf. 
12 529; 'A0óvà, цубца, héde 12 643 (init. s. Va., cf. DAA p.53, no. 53) ded.; фоасџо- 
cúva, 'Ovátàc, but peteds I? 503 (init. s. Va.? cf. РАА p.272, no. 236) ded. (L.). For 
the mixture of а and т in metrical texts of the Archaic Period, cf. the remarks of Peek, 
Kerameikos 3, p.25. It is not uncommon in metrical texts of later times, cf. e.g. 
доєтас, alongside pijteg, 12 7711 (= GVI1, p.414, по.1386) (390—365); аоетбс 
12 11960 (= GVI1, p.435, no.1466) (са. 250); uótno, but а)ҙарнЕут, Anotóv 
II? 13132a (in text) (= Hesperia 7 [1938] p.470, no.29, cf. p.471; GVI 1, p.366, 
no. 1242) (s. Пр.) all sep. monuments; абаубта, ótoxouéva, Ovavóv next to otrjoev 
2 4792 (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.); роофбс, but uo]totótn, etc. 12 13152 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. 
mon.; etc. 

By and large the dipinti have the Attic spellings. Some of the earlier examples: 
"Абемака (but й in Agerxvia for “Аоллла) on a vase of the Nettos painter (fl.625— 
600) ABV р.5, no.4 (= L$AG p.76, no.6b); Alvia clay plaque dated са. 600, LSAG 
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p.77, no. 11 (= v. Bothmer, Amazons plate 1.2); heotia ABV p.39, Sophilos по. 15 
(= HBF p.336, no.2; LSAG p.77, no.14a) (ca. 575-550); heotla, 'Aoreoía, 
Kiutiac, “АтаХбте, Ларасообте, Ауобіхе, Avou£ósc, etc., on the Francois vase, 
ABV p.76, Kleitias no. 1 (= HBF p.150) (са. 570); of the numerous names of the 
François vase only Xxeovyóoe (Muse) is anomalous, where Schulze saw the influence of 
epic diction, cf. GGA 1896 p.240, and p.246, note 2 (= KS? p.702; p.708, note 3). 
Occasional spellings with non-Attic & or with Ionic ņ are not surprising, as some 
painters were certainly not Athenians, and the influence of epic was especially strong 
where the names of mythological figures so frequent on vases were concerned. А few 
feminine names in à are collected by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.78. For the 
contrast between Tegyrydea, with Attic à, on a rf. vase іп the British Museum, ARV? 
p. 1039, Peleus painter по. 13 (= CVA, England 4, plate 11.1a—c) and Тєравіуботс 
(gen. sing.), showing literary influence, on another, ARV? p.1080, Clio painter no. 1 
(cf. Furtwängler, Beschreibung p.662, no. 2401), cf. Schulze, loc. cit. supra. 

Probably just copying errors: IIHPA (= лаоб) II? 1629.509 (325/4) inv., cf. dpokSynoe{t}v 
in ib. 505 (L.); УНУАЛМАХМБМА (= otomuaouéva) II? 1455.16 (340/39) іпу.; НПАХАХ 
(for ёлааас) оп а defixio of the fourth c. B.C. is probably also a crude writing mistake (cf. 
1.021, p.25 supra. НХУ[ for &yo[vov in 12 10.2 (453/2) decree, can be discounted as a copying 
error of Fauvel's; for the date, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 89, no. 40. 

An altogether peculiar spelling is seen in “АМиЕОс (with ті for at), found in а sep. mon., 
II? 5476 (post 350) (L.). Unless purely clerical perhaps due to assimilation (cf. 26.01 infra), as 
this text is too early for the spelling to be related to very rare cases of т for at (= [e]) as in 
15.013, p.294. 

Also without parallel is éyyvata[v] for éyyunm- in the locatio, II? 2498.5 (321/0); perhaps 
confusion of nouns in -atg and -nmg (?). 

Always à in особ (« ото, a spelling attested outside Attica) (examples in 17.021, p.326 
infra), but т in ҳАбт (< “бра, cf. GEW 2, p. 1104) (examples іп 17.021c, p.326 infra) and 
O(i)n (€ "обра? cf. p.332 infra) (examples in 17.0213, pp.331—332 infra). The т of фӨбт, 
attested іп the defixio, IG П.З, no.98.5 (s. Ша.2), is not from the origin of the word as an Ionic 
medical term (so Schwyzer, cf. MS? p. 57, note 480), but is normal Attic, cf. Rabehl p. 15. 

Attic spellings are: 
біаменіїє: cf. II? 1666.B60 (356/5—353/2) inv.; 12 1668.81 (347/6) inv.; II? 1361.5 (post 350) 
sacred law (orgeones); AE 1971 p.83, no.4, line 43 (= 1I2 1673 + new fr.) (333/2? cf. AE 1971 
p. 112) inv.; II? 1682.10 (285/4) inv. The spelling is cited as Attic by Moeris p. 195 (ed. Bekker, 
Berlin 1833) and is in fact а hyper-Atticism, cf. Schwyzer's description of it as “künstlich atti- 
siert" GG 1, p. 190. 
тйүауоу (attested once): II? 1491.38 (307/6) inv. 

For буора, etc. ( an extension of the augmented verb forms); хойобол ~ хойобаш, cf. 
Morphology. 
Lit.: MS? pp. 16—17, notes 74-82. 
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6.0421 Ethnic adjectives 


For the fifth century the tribute lists are the best evidence for the Attic practice in 
spelling foreign ethnic adjectives. 


a) Where the local form has à in an environment where Attic would have т the 
tendency was to alter à to n: 

Enìvuporavós. This spelling frequent in the tribute lists (cf. 35.01a, p.435 infra); also 
passim іп the decree, I? 116 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 267, по. 87). ZnAvpflovavóc 
is also found in the decree, II? 43.В29 (378/7); sep. mon., I? 10261 (= LSAG p.371, по.39) 
(fin. s. Уа.?) Хтродфоюма (L.). The local form іп Хо3- is retained in the sep. mon. honoring 
Pythagores of this city, 12 1034 (ante 450? cf. LSAG p.366), apparently in Attic dialect except 
for the ethnic and the man's name; cf. ZaAvzQovavóg II? 10261 а (in text) (ca. 350—300) sep. mon. 
Ха», Хай- on local coins, cf. HN? p. 271. 

*Eoowt/htoovor. These are the spellings for the ethnic of "Aooog in the tribute lists (examples 
in 42.0111). The spelling is hyper-Atticized; contemporary coins have AZX-, cf. HN? p. 542. 

Amet[oatot occurs once in a list of tributary states at the end of a decree, cf. I? 64.42 (= ATL 
2, no. A9, col. 1.152) (425/4), ethnic of a town in Ionia. This hyper-Ionized spelling also in 
codd. to Herodotus 1.149, in reference to the town of the same name іп Aeolis; this is the 
Абоцоа of ATL2, no. A10, col.4.19 (= 1? 64.96, corrected) (422/1) and ће A[óQuoo] of 
по. А9, col.3.130, where the crucial vowel is not preserved (cf. Абріооа in codd. of Xenophon 
HG 3.1.7, 16). Local coins of both cities have only Aag-, cf. HN? p.555 (Aeolian Larisa, 
fourth-c. B. C.), p. 580 (Ionian Larisa, ca. 300 B. C.). An ethnic Aaguoatog is frequent in later 
texts, e.g. 11? 1956.61 (fin. s. IVa.) cat. of mercenaries; II? 9199 (s. Ш/Па.), II? 9200 (init. s. 
Ip.), 129201 (s. Ша.) all sep. monuments; probably it refers to Thessalian Larisa in all these 
cases. 

KaXxn5óvvos is the only spelling found in tribute lists (examples іп 38.02); cf. also II? 8950 
(post 300) sep. mon.; KaXynóóva, KaAynbóvog (masc. personal name) II? 1006.46 (bis), 131 
(122/1) decree. The local КаХхаддуюс retained on the sep. mon., II? 8949 (post 350). КАЛХА 
on local coins (after 280 B. C.), cf. HN? p. 512. 

Мєоотууос, This spelling in official documents, e.g. Meoot[ve (eponymous goddess) I? 37 
(са. 446? cf. SEG 21.25; 23.13) decree fr.; Meooéviog: Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 287, no. 10, line 9 
(= 12 328.9) (са. 414) inv.; Meoonve-: IP 225.6 (343/2), 12 986.5, 15 (са. 150) decrees; cf. 
II? 9340-І 9345, 12 9347 (s. IVa.—s. Ip.) sep. monuments. Мєообуус: II? 1956.63 (fin. s. 
IVa.) cat. of mercenaries; II? 9346 (date?) sep. mon.; Meoáviog: I? 1030 (= LSAG p.206, 
no. 14) (ca. 500 aut paulo post) sep. mon. 


From the foregoing cases it seems clear that à was avoided in official documents, 
especially in the fifth c., but that the usage of sep. monuments was less standardized, 
as we should expect (cf. Introduction pp. 4— 6 supra). 


b) In ethnics of East Ionic areas with т іп an environment in which Attic would 
normally have à, e.g. after v as in IIgtfjvn, etc., the orthography of the tribute lists 
is much less standardized; both the foreign spellings with тү and Attic forms with @ are 
found: 
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Ilouxveóc, Приууєйс. ПоиауЕс is normal in the tribute lists: ATL 2, no.2, col.10.8 (= 12 
197.12) (453/2), I? 195.34 (= ATL 2, no.5, col. 5.22) (450/49), I? 196.18 (= ATL 2, по.7) 
(448/7), ATL 2, no. 26, col. 4.57 (429/8). ПокеуЕс occurs in one list, I? 202.28 (= ATL 2, no. 12) 
(443/2), and Полүу- is the spelling normal later, cf. П2 564—H? 567 (fin. s. IV a.), II? 693 (init. 
s. Ша.) decrees; Il? 1956.158 (fin. s. IVa.) cat. of mercenaries; Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 46, по. 65 
(init. s. Па.) cat.; etc. The Поюоуефс (masc. anthroponym) of II? 1635.128 (post 374/3), inv. of 
the Delian amphiktyons, is the same individual as the Пошуєйс of IP 1637.11, a similar text of 
somewhat later date. 


Ethnic in -иүтїс, -u&mc. Complete lack of standardization in the tribute lists: 


Аитов: 12 191.13 (= ATL 2, no. 1) (454/3), ІЗ 192.13 (= ATL 2, no.2, col. 6.16) (453/2), 
р 203.3 (= ATL 2, по.13) (442/1), I? 204.51 (= ATL 2, no.14, col.2.68) (441/0), 12212.15 
(= ATL 2, по.22) (433/2). Also OvMatat 12 196.7 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7); AvAcatar 12 
194.6 (= ATL 2, по. 4) (451/0). 

AvAtétau: I? 195.9 (= ATL 2, no.5) (450/49), I? 202.2 (= ATL 2, no. 12, col. 4.2) (443/2). 

Tata: 12 191.14 (= ATL 2, по. 1) (454/3), 12 192.10 (= ATL 2, no.2, col.6.13) (453/2), 
2 193.13 (= ATL 2, no. 3) (452/1), I? 204.74 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 2.92) (441/0). 

Tétau: 12 195.35 (= ATL 2, no. 5, со]. 4.23) (450/49), I? 200.22 (= ATL 2, no. 10, col. 4.27) 
(445/4), ATL 2, по.12, col. 5.27 (= 12 202.27) (443/2), I? 212.82 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 1.87) 
(433/2), 12 223.7 (= ATL 2, no. 33; Hesperia 41 (1972) pp. 418ff.) (418/7), P 224.9 (= ATL 2, 
no.38.8) (417/6), ATL 2, no.39.20 (416/5). So also in the trib. list appended at the end of a 
decree, I? 63.77 (= ATL 2, по. A 9) (425/4). 

Keota: ІЗ 199.24 (= ATL 2, no.9, col. 3.22) (446/5), 12 203.5 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1), 
Р 204.59 (= ATL 2, по. 14, col. 2.76) (441/0). 

Кебрібтах: Р 191.17 (= ATL 2, no. 1) (454/3), ІЗ 193.12 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1), P 202.4 
(= ATL 2, по. 12) (443/2), Р 214.7 (= ATL 2, по. 27) (428/7). 

Махолётон: I? 193.8 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1), P 196.2 (= ATL 2, no.7, col. 2.2) (448/7), 
I? 204.56 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 1.73) (441/0), 12 213.25 (= ATL 2, no. 23, col. 1.32) (432/1). 

Махолётоц: І? 194.13 (= ATL 2, no. 4) (451/0), 12 202.23 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2). 

Rare: Варүудаёта:: ІЗ 205.78 (= ATL 2, no. 15, col. 2.81) (440/39). 

Ойто: I? 191.29 (= ATL 2, no. 1, col. 3.26) (454/3). 

*Ogaviétar: ATL 2, no.2, col. 1.16 (= I? 192.13, corrected) (453/2), ATL 2, no. 4, col. 5.27 
(= P 194.27) (451/0), but in АТІ 2, по. A9.117 (= 12647, corrected) (425/4) decree (in 
trib. list appended at end) the reading is ambiguous: "Ogavi[?vat. 

Where such ethnics are attested later the -іблтүс spelling has been entirely replaced by -иттс: 
"ттс: П2 1635.13 (post 374/3), П2 1641.25 (са. 350) inventories; Лохћлиїсус: 12 43.В24 
(378/7), II? 111.5, 9, etc. (363/2) decrees; II? 1128.25, 26, 37 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities); 
II? 1028.147 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; Варучлистс: II? 507.8 (302/1) decree; Китс 
(= town in Cilicia; coins of first c. A.D. inscribed КІНТОМ, cf. HN? p.717) II? 3307.5 (132p.) 
ded.; Керацціїтв: II? 3310.3 (post 138 p.) ded. 

There is of course no т after e-vowels; hence always Alve()&tnc, ПеХе(5)6тцс, ПотембЕблэс, 
Хаћхе()бттс in tribute documents, etc., cf. 16.021 c, p. 310 infra. 

If KVAONIETAZ is for Кубоууидтас on I? 529 (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 13.29) ded., it is а hyper- 
lonism (cf. Kudwvin, codd. Herodotus 3.44, 59), which is surprising alongside the Doric -тас;. 
perhaps just a graphic mistake: Кобоуиллүс was intended but the vowels of the final two 
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syllables were accidentally reversed. Otherwise a case of mixture of dialects (so V.Schmidt, 
Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Herondas [Berlin, 1968] р.2). For Кобшуібттрс in Attic texts, 
cf. I? 844.23, 35, etc. (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p. 239) decree. Cf. Aevfjovoc infra. 

Indvows, 'loAóovoc. The ethnic of the Rhodian city 'IaAvoóg is always Тосо in the 
tribute documents: I? 194.2 (= ATL 2, no.4) (451/0), I? 195.11 (= ATL 2, по. 5) (450/49), 
ІЗ 198.27 (= ATL 2, по.8) (447/6), 12 202.10 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2), I? 204.49 (= ATL 2, 
по. 14, col. 2.66) (441/0), I 212.40 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 1.45) (433/2), 12 213.42 (= ATL 2, 
no. 23, col. 1.49) (432/1), 12 214.11 (= ATL 2, no.27, col. 3.19) (428/7), I? 220.30 (= ATL 2, 
по.34, col. 1.100) (421/0), 12 221.10 (— ATL 2, no.40, col. 1.11) (415/4). So also in I? 64.18 
(7 ATL 2, no. A9, col. 1.128) (425/4) in trib. list appended at end of decree. The earliest coins 
(sixth century В.С.) have "ЕАмо- soon replaced by the "IoAvo- normal later (cf. LSAG p.350; 
HN? p. 636); 'IaXo0voc twice on the Abu Simbel texts of ca. 591 (cf. LSAG р. 356, по. 4). 


Паріубс, Паорлүудс. The ethnic of the Mysian town Парку is normally Паошудс: cf. 
Р 30.3 (post 446) decree; it is frequent in trib. lists, cf. I? 191.15 (= ATL 2, no.1) (454/3), 
12 197.8 (= ATL 2, no.2, col. 10.4) (453/2), 12199.28 (= ATL 2, no.9, col.5.21) (446/5), 
Р 204.25 (= ATL 2, по.14, col.2.37) (441/0), etc.; ІР? 29.8 (387/6), ІР 573 (fin. s. IVa.), 
II? 735.18, 20 (ante 250) decrees; II? 10045 (ca. 350), II? 10044 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments. Local 
coins have also only Tlaguav-, but these are not earlier than the early second c. B.C., cf. HN? 
p. 531. А sep. mon. at Athens commemorating two men from this town and dating perhaps to the 
last decade of the fifth c. has Паоитубс̧ twice, cf. GVI 1 р. 57, no.218 (see commentary) (= 
LSAG p. 372, no. 49); really the proper local form or a hyper-Ionism? 

Кіаубс (+ Кіос in Bithynia). Always Киаубс, often in trib. lists, e.g. 12 191.7 (= ATL 2, 
по. 1) (454/3), 12200.22 (= ATL 2, по. 10, col. 1.27) (445/4), 12 201.31 (= ATL 2, по.11, 
col.2.30) (444/3), etc.; sep. monuments, II? 9016—1I? 9025 (5. IV—s. Ia.), Hesperia 30 (1961) 
p.277, no. 130 (6 examples) (s. IVa.). Kuav- on local coins, cf. HN? p.513 (Hellenistic and 
Roman Periods). 


ФАвібоюс. Usually ФХєбопос, in agreement with local coins of the fifth and fourth centuries 
В.С. (cf. HN? p.408): I? 82.15 —16 (421/0), I? 112.3 (362/1) decrees. The Ф\єиўсюс of ІР 
10479 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. is а hyper-Ionism. ФАє@отос, with the same dropping of iota 
seen in Өтоёа, etc. (cf. 16.021h, p.322 infra), occurs in ап agonistic ded., cf. Deltion 25 
(1970) p. 146, no. 5, line 4 (359/8). 


c) On sep. monuments of the Hellenistic Period and later ethnics in final à instead 
of Attic-Ionic ў occur rarely, e.g. AltwAdé 1127987 (s. Ша.), Өғолиха Deltion 25 
(1970) Chronika p.96 (date?). Cf. also Maxétag 12 9841 (s. П/Шр.). Cf. (perhaps) 
Kvóoviéxag cited supra. "OXvvOén, АРүолтї as fem. anthroponyms, cf. 6.0422. 

According to Stephanus of Byzantium s.v. the fem. ethnics corresponding to Ma- 
xétns (= Махебфу) are Maxétic, Móxeooa, and Méxetta бій тт xai bv évóc. 
There is one Attic sep. monument which has Maxéttc, cf. II? 9260 (s. Ip.), but else- 
where only Maxéta, e.g. 12 9258 (s. Ша.), 112 9271 (s. Ша.), 129272 (s. Ша.), 
II? 9265 (s. ПЛа.), II? 9268 (s. ПЛа.), all sep. monuments. This is also the only spelling 
found in papyri, cf. Mayser 1.3, рр.23-24, and is confirmed by inscriptions, e.g. 
IG XIL1, no.322, no.515 (both from Rhodes); AE 1905, p.91 (Thermon). Мохета 
presumably the feminine of Maxétag; if final a were short, т would be geminate. Cf. 
also Schwyzer, GG 1; p.476. 
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6.0422 Names of foreign persons 


Names of foreign persons naturally frequently retain an т or à where Attic would 
not, cf. "Оублас I? 503 (= DAA p.272, no. 236) (init. з. Va.?) ded. (L.); Подауботс 
I? 1034 (= LSAG p.371, no.38) (ante 450?) sep. mon.; "АХхётас II? 43.B 13 (378/7) 
decree; "ОХуудіт (fem. anthroponym) II? 12271 (= ІІ? 10026) (са. 350) sep. mon.; 
Аіумятіт (fem. anthroponym) IP 10597 (post 350) sep. mon.; ЕОх) бос II? 10493 
(s. IVa.) sep. mon.; "Арфідіт II? 10651 (5. IVa.) sep. mon.; etc. Cf. Kadyioxa 
Кафойбеу (in Arcadia) on a bronze ded. of the late sixth or early fifth century B.C., 
cf. I? 421. Sometimes foreign names are Atticised. Thus the name just cited in its non- 
Attic form in II? 43 occurs as "АХхетес in another decree, I? 71.78 (ca. 436? cf. SEG 
21.30); in this same text several other Macedonian names are left in their non-Attic 
forms, perhaps because they seemed more unfamiliar, e.g. Коообтас ib. 83, 84, 
Абобас ib. 86, Вототіс ib.94, etc. For “Арббохос ~ Мйбохос cf. 35.03c. The 
"Афомудіє on the sep. mon. Deltion 20 (1965) Chronika p.86, plate 51 (са. 530?) 
was probably an Ionian, cf. С. Daux, BCH 92 (1968) p.740. Cf. also М(доп II? 3794 
(s. Ир.) ded., alongside М(бод II? 5011 (date?) ded. 

In the Hellenistic Period and later native-born Athenians sometimes have names 
which contain non-Attic à for ту, e.g. AayoEéva (sister of an Athenian) Hesperia 35 
(1966) p.282, no.9 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; uota (daughter of an Athenian) Deltion 25 
(1970) p.69, no.1 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; Михббас (of the deme of Melite) II? 1008.39, 
84(bis), 132 (118/7) decree; Пауаоіото (daughter of an Athenian) II? 1034d(not 
part of II? 1034abc).9 (s. Та.?) cat. fr.; same woman in II? 3488 (init. s. Ia.) ded.; etc. 

In the Classical Period native Athenians bear names іп -Ómuog (from бїрос), e.g. "Адістб- 
ónuoc (e.g. PA nos.1797ff.); "Аохёбирос (PA nos.2315ff.); Ейётнос (PA nos.5385ff.); 
E$000«gog (PA nos.5513ff.); Өебӧтрос̧ (PA nos.6746ff.); KAeíónpog (РА nos.8493ff.); 
Меуєбтиос (РА nos.9890ff.); Nuxddnuos (РА nos. 10853f£.); Тциббтиос (РА nos. 13667 ff.); 
Ф26бциос (PA пов. 14480ff.); Xao(6nuoc (PA nos.15367f£.); etc. Exceptions occur in the 
Hellenistic Period, e.g. Меуебарос 112 896.51 (186/5) decree; КАғібарос II? 1008, col. 3.127 
(118/7) decree; Ф.дбарос II? 6373 (bis) (s. Па.) sep. mon.; etc. There is no evidence in Attic 
texts for confusion of the names "АХ тос and "Agxí(óapoc, although in the codd. of Plutarch 
(cf. PA no.2326) a fourth-century 'Aexéónpoc known only from literary sources is called 
”Архббодос, A Doric ”Аох(барос certainly existed, cf. “Аох(бтінос (a Spartan) in Herodotus 
6.71.1, 8.131.2; but 'Agx(óüyog (from бару) is the best interpretation of the name of fourth- 
century Athenians (PA nos. 2484, 2487—8). For the ambiguity of names іп -бацо-, cf. Bechtel, 
Personennamen p. 116, note. 

It is somewhat surprising to find the fourth-century tragic poet, a native of Phaselis, called 
(Өсо)бехтас in a catalog of dramatic poets inscribed about 250 B. C., cf. II? 2325.11. 


6.05 Мбархос 


Examples of aa for à in the Roman name Marcus which can be dated with reason- 
able certainty are earlier than ca. 50 В.С. (nos. 1—11), and it is likely that the few 
remaining are not later than this either (nos.12—14). Máagxoc, Мааркіос̧, and 
МаархеМос are found frequently elsewhere іп the Greco-Roman world, but not 
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usually after ca. 50 B.C., cf. Eckinger p.9. Ап Attic text with both Мбархос and 
Маохос has been lost, and these readings could thus not be confirmed (cf. no. 14). 

For a summary of the theories which try to explain aa here, cf. Eckinger p. 10. Maarcus, 
Maarcius, etc. are found in Latin texts, and it is virtually certain the Greek spellings merely 
reproduce a Latin practice. As aa for à occurs only in these words the view that it is the length 
of the vowel which is indicated by the double a seems untenable. 

Maox- is frequent in Attic texts of the first c. B. C., especially after ca. 40, e.g., Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.166, no.98, line 11 (paulo ante 60) decree; II? 1756.26 (ca. 50) pryt. cat.; 
124111.3 (ca. 45) ded.; 124113 (42-40) ded. (L.); II? 1961.69 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113) 
eph. сас; П2 1043.104 (38/7) decree (L.); 11? 4114.4, 5 (34 aut 33) ded.; II? 1757.51 (40-30, 
cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] р. 174, no. 106) pryt. cat.; II? 4116 (ca. 30), П2 4118.2 (bis) (ca. 27), 
Il? 4123 (ca. 23), Il? 4139 (s. Ia.) ай dedications; ЇР 1721.10 (14/13) cat.; II? 2463.10, 14 (bis) 
(fin. s. Ia.) cat.; etc. 

*Tadxyov II? 847.21, decree of 215/4, is probably careless dittography. 

Lit.: Eckinger pp.8—11 with bibliography. 
Examples (all Мбархос): 
1) 112 958.74 (154/3) decree; same man as in no. 3 infra; 
2) 112 2358.76 (ca. 150) сас; 
3) 1I? 2866.1 (post 150) ded., cf. no. 1; 
4) 11? 960.34 (са. 142/1) decree; 
5) 112 1939.15 (130—120) сас; 
6) 11? 1006, col. 3.122 (122/1) decree; 
7) П2 1008, col. 3.94 (bis) (118/7) decree; 
8) 112 1028.156 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; 
9) 124305 (init. s. 1a.) artist's signature; 
10) 12 2460.6 (bis) (ca. 95/4) cat.; 
11) II? 2461.97 (ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); 
12) IP 10154 (s. Ia.?) sep. mon.; 
13) ІІ? 13230 (s. Іа.?) memorial; 
14) IP 10156 (s. Та.?) sep. mon.: Мдохос, Máagxoc, Máagxov. The whole text was seen only 
by Cyriacus of Ancona, but Pittakes saw the first few letters of Мбаохох, and the part of the 
text seen by him reads the same as Cyriacus’ copy, cf. SEG 21.986. 


7.00-9.00 E-vowels 

7.00 The vowel є (| 

For e~a, cf. 6.01; e~n (except before back vowels), 8.01; e~o, 11.01; e~at, 15.013; 
e~et/__V, 16.02; E for ni, 23.00. 


7.01 Confusion of е and. 

7.011 E for, 

7.0111 In Greek words 

Examples of E written for t are very rare in all types of texts. 


a) Such very few cases of E for 1 as occur on stone texts are probably not best ex- 
plained on phonological grounds: 
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1) MeAevéoc Hesperia 9 (1940) p.343, no.43, line 344 (new fr. of II? 1628) (326/5) inv.; 
probably just a copying error rather than true assimilation; 


2) АбіХєблом 12 194.6 (= ATL 2, no.4) (451/0) tribute list; perhaps due to confusion with 
numerous other ethnics in -Е(//бтцүс, and E may even be for [e] here. Elsewhere AvdAvatat 
(5 times), ObAvaxat (once), and АЮХлүсох (twice) in these texts (cf. 6.0421 supra for examples); 


3) Knquoe|£uc 12 6417.1—2 (390—365) sep. mon.; probably a copying error (cf. 7.03, no. 3m, 
p. 155 infra); 


4) воХацуіє«о (с i.e. @AA..EA-- II? 1608.59 (373/2) inv. (now lost), has болашас ib. 39, 
70-71: 


5) Пембёас Hesperia 29 (1930) p. 11, no. 14, line 12 (fin. s. Ша.) pryt. cat.; the name is other- 
wise spelled ПеӨќос at Athens (cf. also 7.0121, p. 145 infra); 


Doubtful is the "Ovicepog for "Оміуацос recorded by Pittakes for а sep. mon., II? 6262 (date?); 
if Pittakes’ сору is accurate, the spelling may be due to some kind of vowel metathesis or the 
clumsy efforts of a semi-literate. 

Cf. Харёто[у in II? 987.3 (post 150), decree dated only on the basis of style of lettering. This 
stone is so worn certainty is impossible, but Xag(tw[v has a somewhat better chance of being the 
correct reading, cf. 9.024, p. 202 infra (L.). 

E for оп vases is quite rare, cf. "YqpoexóXe, ARV? p. 15, Euphronios no.6 (= FR plates 61- 
62); here perhaps a different compounding vowel as in KaAdévuxoc, etc., cf. d) infra; "E]névvxoc 
ARV? p. 1145, Kleophon painter no.35 (= CVA, Denmark 8, plate 347.1a—c). The spelling 
EAEPA (= "EAéga?), occurring twice on a vase of Meidias, cf. ARV? p. 1313, по.5 (= CVA, 
England 8, plate 91.1a—d), is perhaps related (о an earlier form of Хаобс, whose ı would come 
from lAGoxw, cf. Helaira in Propertius 1.2.16; if this interpretation is correct E is not for t, but 
a survival of the earlier form, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 208. 


b) In a few рге-403 texts with E for Т it is uncertain whether E represents [e] or 
[£], but the former is more likely: 


Bevéo (= Btvew): ]éBevévo, EBE[ (= ёВєЕГуобуто2) Agora 21, p.13, no. C14 (= Hesperia, 
suppl. 5 [1941] p. 143, fig. 71.35) (са. 475—450) graffito. The spelling of such a crude text may 
not be significant, but JOZBEN[ perhaps can be interpreted as -|ос Вем(єї, another graffito, cf. 
Agora 21, p. 12, no. C2 (init. s. VIa.?). Bivéw is frequent in Aristophanes (long vowel certain, 
cf. e.g. Aves 560, Thesm. 35), but not attested epigraphically. It is likely that E = [e] in the 
Attic graffiti, cf. Beweiv in Hesychius and éfe(ve[vv, the reading of the papyrus for Hipponax 
fr. 6.16 (cf. p. 109 of Diehl's 1952 Teubner edition). Perhaps the Attic form was Bew- іп the 
early period. Вєуёо is attested at Olympia ca. 500 B.C., cf. LSAG p. 408, no. 5 (= ОСЕ p.213, 
no. 412). 
NéxavAoc, dipinto on а bf. vase of Ergotimós, ct. ABV p.79, Ergotimos potter no. 1 (= HBF 
p.82, no. 1), is probably for N(xavAoc, unless the name is from уєїхос. A rare case of confusion 
of е) and |і"), cf. Ivo(ogaxoc, Avveuxerv (= Аюсуус 002) in 9.021 infra. The spelling 'Aogxevoc 
on an ostracon, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.395, no.3 (ante 480), is probably better taken 
аз ”"Аоуеу«еюс, with careless omission of the E, than as "Аруїмос. 

In Kapegéc, Avooegitat, E is certainly for [e], not [&], cf. 9.0212c, p. 194 infra. 

Read MiAéavot, not Мей оо, in the tribute list, ATL 2, по. А9, col.1.121 (= 1264.11) 
(425/4). 
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с) A few examples of E for 1 in Roman times are almost certainly due to careless 

omission of the iota of EI, frequent grapheme for 1 at this time: 

6) Мехблодас II? 10566 (з. Ip.) sep. mon., i.e. NexónoAu; 

7) Мекблодс Deltion 25 (1970) p. 55, no. 2, line 15 (150-200р.) eph. cat.; 

8) метахғуойу II? 13198.6 (ca. 150p.) alongside petaxewnons ib. 3; uexvaxew- on all the other 
copies of these sep. curse-texts set up by Herodes Atticus; 

9) "Афробёсюс II? 2068.95 (155/6 p.) eph. cat., but'Aqooóeío- ib. 41, 118, 164 (L.); 

10) MEAHZA (= Медлоіа?) Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 272, no. 114 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

Perhaps with the foregoing group also belongs the somewhat earlier: 

11) Ефістійбом Та Athenaika 21 (1962) p. 31, no.3 (= SEG 21.865) (s. ПЛ а.) sep. mon. 

But іп МСКАРЕТНУ, II? 1534B.198 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., the incomplete С probably 
indicates that the mason intended to correct the letter to iota and then forgot. 

In II? 5146 (= IG Ш, no.366) read Пера(ієї); in II? 1969.11 (= IG Ш, no. 1079) read "Ууєї- 
voc. For ETE (= ef тас), cf. 9.013 infra; for ElA£Ovia, cf. 18.012. 

éotapévov for lotapévov in II? 1368.3 (са. 162/3p.) (L.), regulations of the Iobacchi, might 
also be taken as for an intended elovayévov, for while the 1 of totayévov is short, et is used for 
short t in line 141, &cuatogt(ov. This text contains many other spelling abnormalities (e.g. ў 
for Ң ei in line 51, -ото ---000 in imperatives, etc.), and it is thus impossible to exclude some 
other type of error here, such as confusion of two tenses of the verb. See also note ad loc. in SIG? 
no. 1109; a contrary view, E. Maass, Orpheus (Munich, 1895) pp. 148. 

The spelling Ёуатоү (scanned as а dactyl) in the sep. mon., II? 12794.5 (= GVI 1, p.552, 
no. 1836) (fin. s. Пр.), may be like NexéxoAtc, etc. if the writer intended єїуатом (familiar in 
epic). But Еууалоу is a frequent variant in codd., and the writer may have intended that (cf. 
43.012, p.516 infra). But in this period it is not impossible the writer intended a short vowel 
to be scanned as long, as sometimes happens after loss of vowel quantity (cf. 25.00, p.386 
infra). : 

d) The е of КоМфихос, KodAetefpa, etc., illustrates use of another linking vowel 
in composition; so also іп dext- ~ 4охедеооос, etc. Cf. Morphology. 

For редбімос, attested three times, реМіУОС occurs once in another part of the same 
text, cf. II? 1672.307, 308, 309 and ib. 155 (329/8) inv. (L.). The latter is the expected 
spelling; ueAévog (also in Theophrastus, cf. LS] s.v.) is due either to assimilation or 
the influence of xveAévog (cf. Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften 2, p. 1033). лтеХАЕЦ(1)уос 
occurs in II? 1672 (cf. 16.0211, p.323 infra). For ТєМхобтцс, "Нушотоати, cf. p.143 
infra. 


Attic spellings are: 


тетоау- in the aorist (in two texts): бутетхрбусут II? 1672.176 (329/8) іпу.; тетоймац, II? 
1678.5 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv. 
Lit.: MS? p. 18, notes 88, 90; Lademann р. 115. 


7.0112 Тефеоюс, Аорётос, etc. 


E is frequently used to represent Latin 1, which was a closer vowel than the Greek t. 
The majority of the examples date from the early Roman Period, i.e. Augustan times 
and earlier, but a few are as late as the third c. A.D. (cf. nos.2, 4, 12, 14). 
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Individual lexical items (especially personal names) undergo special developments 
(cf. Тереоюос and Aopéttoc). The practices of Attic texts are not significantly dif- 
ferent from those of other parts of the Greek world. 

Lit.: Dittenberger, Hermes 6 (1872) рр.130-144; Eckinger pp.29—38; Sturtevant p.110, 
no. 116e; Gignac, pp. 251, 253, 255—256. 


Examples: 


Most characteristic are Тереошос, Aopéttog (Доретаубс), ФХарбугос, frequently attested 
and often in texts which can be precisely dated. 
1) Тереошос: First attested on the decree, II? 1031.5 (= II? 1006, col. 5, after 110, cf. Hesperia 
41 [1972] pp. 185 ff.) dated 122/1. Six additional examples are certainly not later than 4 A. D.: 
II? 3249 (ante 9a.), II? 3243— 1I? 3246, II? 3248 (all ante 4p.) all dedications. No precise in- 
dication of date: TeBégus xonatóc Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.217, no.6 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., 
known only from the notes of the early traveler Francis Vernon. No certain example of TeBéguos 
can be found anywhere later than ca. 4 A.D., cf. Eckinger p.35. In Attic texts Ті еоос occurs 
first in two dedications of the Augustan period, II? 3254 (ante 4p.), II? 3233 (ante 14 p.), and is 
standard in numerous dedications of the reigns of Tiberius and Claudius, e.g. II? 3261, II? 3263, 
II? 3181, 11? 3530, II? 5173, 125174, П2 5179 (cf. SEG 23.130), IP? 3270, II? 3273, ІР 3274, 
II? 4174, II? 3271, II? 3449, etc.; cf. the contemporary catalogs, II? 1945.3, II? 1973.1, II? 1975. 
There are many later attestations of Ті», e.g. II? 3538.10 (aet. Neronis), II? 3546.11 (ca. 100p.), 
II? 4209 (cf. Hesperia 28 [1959] pp.86ff.) (ante 128/9p.), II? 3653 (s. Пр.), II? 3595.5 (ante 
150p.), II? 4215 (ca. 200p.), II? 3762. (ca. 200p.) dedications; II? 1990.6 (61/2 p.), II? 2026.14 
(116/7 p.) eph. catalogs; etc. 
2) Aopétiog, Aoueuavóc. Here the range of examples with Є is somewhat greater: Aopétioc: 
II? 4144 (бп. s. Ia./init. з. Ip., ante 25 p.) ded.; cf. II? 1830.2 (post 216p.) pryt. cat.: AJo[u]e- 
tiou(?); Аоретаудс: II? 1996.2 (84/5—92/3 p.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 4723.4, П2 4736.3—4 (both 
s. Ip.) dedications (priv.); II? 2041.6 (128/9p.) eph. cat.; II? 1764.66 (141/2р.) pryt. cat. (L.). 
The Аошт- spelling occurs first in 02 1344.7 (post 28/9 p.), an agreement of two synodoi (?), 
and is well attested in the second and third centuries A.D.: e.g. 124207 (з. ІЛІр.), II? 4065.3 
(са. 150p.), 112 4074.1 (ante 160p.) dedications; Ш? 2067.97 (154/5 p.) eph. cat.; H? 3592.17 
(165/6 —168/9 p.) ded.; II? 2122.40, 41 (paulo ante 190p.) eph. cat.; П2 1819.13, 14 (ca. 200p.) 
pryt. сас; II? 3769.1, 5, etc. (post 243/4р.) ded.; П2 2243.8 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (L.); IP 
4825 (s. Шр.) ded. (priv.); etc. 
3) dXayévvog: Three texts with @Aapev- have been assigned to early Roman times: II? 10166 
(fin. s. Ia.), II? 10941 (s. Ia.) (L.) sep. monuments; II? 2337.26 (init. s. Ір.) cat. No precise in- 
dication of date within the Roman Period: ФХарёуюс II? 13008 (aet. Rom.); ФХацімос II? 
10146 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. 


Of the remaining lexical items, usually only sparsely attested at Athens, it cannot be 
said that the spellings with є are confined to the early Roman Period: 
4) Аіцемамос: II? 3646.10 (fin. s. Пр.) ded.; АціМаубс: IP. 4541 (aet. Rom.) ded. (priv.). 
5) "Аувеатос: ІІ? 4145 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) ded.; “Аут(отаос: II? 2894 (fin. s. Ip.) ded. Неге 
the -0- might suggest the epsilon is due to remodeling on the analogy of Greek names like 
Е0єотьос, and as "Аубістос, Eo(oUoc occur elsewhere the €— may be the same type seen in 
tot- ~low- (cf. 7.012c, p. 143 infra); but cf. also p. 469 infra. 
6) Коцеміос: II? 6770 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; Кошуіос: I? 1945.54 (45/6 p.) cat. 
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7) AevtàQvog (= lintiarius and lintearius): II? 2097.174 (169/70р.), II? 2130.221 (192/3 р.), 
II? 2236.14 (ca. 230p.) eph. catalogs. 


8) "ОфейММа: ІВ 10161 (s. Ia.) зер. mon.; "Офідмос: I? 2111/12.3 (182/3—190/1p.) eph. 
cat. 


9) Пол бос: II? 3651 (s. Пр.) ded.; ПолОХос: Deltion 25 (1970) Chronika p.72, plate 64a 
(= BCH 96 [1972] p.606, p. 612, fig. 52; II? 10347 a, in text) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 


10) ToeBéXAvog: Il? 4481.7 (85/6-94/5р.) ded. (priv.); ПР 4193 (85/6-94/5р.) ded.; but 
TetBeXtov in reference to the same man іп II? 1997.1 (85/6—94/5 р.) eph. cat.; ToeféJQuoc 
also occurs in II? 12821 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. Latin has both Trebellius and Tribellius, but the 
former is more frequent. 


In the foregoing examples ће £~ is followed by -C(C)ius, -C(C)iarius, -C(C)ianus. 
But the variation is also found in other environments: 


11) Aeyvóv: Hesperia 10 (1941) p.244, no.44 (113—120 p.?) sep. mon.; II? 3646.3 (fin. s. Пр.) 
ded.; also in II? 13212.4 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., but L. Robert has shown this text to be Perinthian, 
cf. RP 18 (1944) p. 40. For Aeyewv elsewhere in Greece, cf. Eckinger p. 30. 


12) 'AvBAsatog: 126937 (s. Ир.) sep. шоп.) *АнлМматос: П22132.33 (ca. 192/3р.) eph. 
cat. 


13) 'Agoeyavóc: ІІ? 1996.269 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat: 'Agoeya[vócs (1.); "Афокхаубс: 
12 4186.4, 7 (ca. 50 p.) ded. 


14) КалехфАвша: II? 3163.14 (post aet. Hadriani), II? 3169/70.13, 31 (253—257 p.) dedications; 
Калифіна: II? 3161.5 (post 150p.) ded. For the name Capito, only Калітоу occurs in Attic 
inscriptions: II? 2068.57 (155/6 p.) (L.), AE 1950/51 p.48, no. 30, line 3 (= 112 2247 + II? 2250 
+ 02 2484) (ante 192/3 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 3199 (s. Шр.) ded. (L.). Калетоуу is attested else- 
where in Greece, cf. Eckinger p. 32. 


15) Аёлебос: II? 4115 (post 34), II? 4142 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.), І? 4242 (Лєлеба) (са. 50р.) 
dedications. ЛЕлибос attested elsewhere, cf. Eckinger p. 34. 

є was standard in Greek in Воєтауміа and derivatives (< Britannia, etc.); and in Boevvéovog 
and Воєутіктос for Brundisi-, Brindisi-, etc. These words were Hellenized at a date much earlier 
than most of the items in nos. 1—15 supra. Attic examples: Boevavvía II? 3707 (ca. 250p.) 
ded.; Boevtéavoc II? 8433 (s. Ша.), II? 8432 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments. 

In certain cases the Greek transcriptions merely reflect the variation in Latin itself, cf. Tre- 
bellius and Tribellius in no. 10 supra. The closer pronunciation of Latin e before a vowel pro- 
duced such variants as Cerealis/Cerialis, Hordeonius/Hordionius, etc. (cf. Sturtevant p.112, 
по. 117a). Attic examples: Kegeadt-: ІІ? 4192 (post 50p.?) ded.; П2 2481.17 (ca. 200p.) сас; 
“Ообефуіос: II? 4211.4 (117—138 p.) ded.; II? 1764.60 (141/2 p.) pryt. cat. (L.). 

The spelling Уохрцеос іп the sep. mon., II? 12713 (s. Ц/ЦІр.), is of a type not otherwise found. 
Either ne is for nt here, or there is a hesitation between Хой (ос and Хохреос (cf. 22.032, 
p.367 infra; examples in 12.04, p. 238). 


7.012 I for É 


Instances of I written for Ё are rare, and usually only graphic mistakes аге in- 
volved. 
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a) Of the examples on stone monuments the following have the best chance of not 
being merely graphic errors: 


1) "Аодімірдо II? 1742.92 (370/69?) pryt. cat.; there is no reason to doubt the reading, but the 
stone is now so worn that it cannot be confirmed (L.); 

2) "Ioyivoc II? 6876.1 (ca. 360—350) sep. mon.; 

3) *Holex(A]wivem[ Hesperia 8 (1939) p.30, no.8, line 26(= II? 535) (318/7) decree; there is not 
enough space for 'Hoa»deuótn[to be restored. The normal Attic spelling at this time was 
"Новхдеблте, not 'HoaxAewotns, and this is therefore possibly + for є (cf. 16.021b, p.309 
infra) (L.); 

4) дошіс II? 4658.2 (s. ГУ/Ша.) ded. (priv.); it is uncertain whether word is іп an erasure or not: 
the stone does appear to have been filed down, but not deeply as for the certain erasure in 
line 1 (L.). 


In no.3 the preceding -xA- may offer a phonetic reason for ће 1 (cf. 16.021b, p.310 


infra); in the other three examples the v occurs before or after the liquid rho. But 
these examples may be graphic mistakes like those in b) infra. 


b) In the following cases it does not seem likely that I for E is anything more than 
a graphic mistake. In some cases there are considerations of spacing which make it 
certain that E was really intended or there may be other careless graphic mistakes 
within the text. 


1) ХТЕФА | NOYZNITAIPOI = oteqavotow ётаїоо I? 1037.1—2 (ante 430) sep. mon.; 
one careless omission has already been made, and the offending I of ttaïgor may in fact be the 
forgotten I of the preceding word (cf. 28.00 b, p. 396 infra); 

2) Svagleovtar I? 57.26 (423) decree; the I is to the left of the stoichos, which means that it 
could be E left incomplete, but this is not certain because I is frequently to the left of the stoichos 
elsewhere in this text (cf. Kern, plate 15); 

3) Evovuptte, lyoappateve ІЗ 82.2 (421/0) decree (cf. IGI по.45; SIG? по.85); probably also 
TIMIA is for Tuéag in ib. 6 (cf. 7.0121, р. 145 infra) (L.); 

4) ПерихМтс II? 12447/8 (ca. 400) sep. mon.; the spacing alone indicates [leguxAéng was in- 
tended, and there appear to be faint guide-lines for the horizontal hastae of E scratched on the 
stone (L.); ў 

5) IXEI (= Ее) I? 828.4 (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 15.51) ded.; iota is normally at the left of the 
stoichos in this stoichedon text, and it is thus impossible to say that 116 E left unfinished (L.); 

6) Тораубоас II? 11311 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon.; the spacing makes it certain the I is for in- 
complete E, perhaps concealed by paint (cf. Kirchner's note in IG II?) (L.); 

7) ЇчӨвбу 112 9112.1 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (L.); 

8) JPIOO[.]ZIOI = 'Aje«6»o[6]ovo(?) IP 1437.18 (са. 354—350) inv.; probably an intended 
E was left incomplete, cf. О for Ө. As the letters are widely spaced in this non-stoichedon text, 
the location of I far enough to the left of «В» for E to have been intended is of little import (L.); 

9) NIKAPITHZ = Михаоетце? II? 13000.2 (365-340) sep. mon.; here the mason probably 
intended to complete the I to epsilon and then forgot; cf. I for rho in the same text (cf. 40.05, 
-ZTIATH, p. 484 infra). Both errors could have been covered up by paint. It is less likely that 
Михао(отцс was intended as Koehler suggested (L.); 
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10) IMO[Y] for ёроб II? 1183.9 (post 340) decree (deme); crude text with many copying errors 
(cf. 8.01 infra, no. 7; 41.03) (L.); 

11) "'Avvdovc ІС IL5, по. 179b, line 2 (= ІР 360.2, where the spelling has been regularized) 
(325/4) decree; it seems safer to assume a graphic mistake rather than to consider this as a case 
of I for є; this, archon's name is spelled 'Avtod£oucg and “Avtixdévous elsewhere (cf. 7.03, 
p. 150 infra) (L.); 

12) ГүхтЕтбуостод I? 8388.4 (= СУТ 1, p.479, по. 1601) (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon. of a Phoe- 
nician with other orthographical peculiarities (cf. 16.011, p.302 infra; 41.0212, p.489 infra; 
48.0211, p. 580 infra); for éxtevávvovat presumably; 

13) dvieoav Hesperia 12 (1943) p.51, no. 10 (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.); the writing has a careless 
character, cf. О for Ө; MvAtyiw (cf. 14.01, no. 12, p. 262 infra); 

14) "Eguueóc ІІ? 1009, col. 1.94 (116/5) decree, but “Egixeéa ib. 22; possibly due to confusion 
of demotic types, cf. spellings like Лаџлтоєе0с (cf. 29.00b, p.409 infra); less likely assimi- 
lation (L.). 

In Темхобтес̧, 12 949.60 (423, cf. SEG 25.57) cas. list; "Нүютобт "Hyeuóyov, П2 11569a 
(in text) (390—365) sep. mon., the 1 for є is probably a variant compounding vowel, i.e. the 
opposite of the phenomenon seen in KaAévixoc, cf. 7.01114, p. 139 supra. For t of де ХАйуос, 
cf. ibidem. 

Corrections: Read ЕРГОМ, not IPTON, in I? 1613.99 (= IG П, по.795) (353/2) inv. (L.); 
"Atnvéoc, пос” Аттүуіюс, in IP. 5709 (s. ПЛ а.) sep. mon. (L.). 


c) Non-Attic vocalization is the explanation for I= [€] in Өшэбфоо, Hesperia 23 
(1954) p.278, no. 154 (s. IV/IlIa.) sep. mon. The bare name, without patronymic or 
ethnic, indicates a slave of foreign origin; the woman could be from one of several 
areas where £u before o-vowels, e.g. Boeotia, Laconia, etc. (cf. Buck, GD? p.22). 
For w= o, cf. 12.011, no. 36, p.226 infra. 


The interpretation of a late sixth-century B.C. sep. mon. found in north Attica (Ikaria) 
proposed by D. M. Robinson, Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 141, no. 1, as Воло tò oča 100v "Емомібо 
would also involve Boeotian 1 for в (cf. the standard Greek name of the Boeotian town as 
"EXéov); but the connection with 'EAéov should be given up in favor of Jeffery’s better inter- 
pretation: tovteAvovido, i.e. тоб Едтелоуібо, cf. IGAA р. 134, no.37 (cf. 13.04, p.260 
infra; 34.01, p. 428 infra). 


ioti- occurs occasionally for éott-, cf. опаѓа (woman's name, doubtless a slave 
with a name = to her ethnic) II? 11749 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. (L.); 'Iowateóüg 
(ethnic) II? 8939 (s. IVa.?) sep. mon.; but also in purely Attic contexts: lovwó[roo]ec 
II? 1259.1 (313/2) decree (orgeones); lotwó0tv (Attic demotic) Praktika 1958, 
p.35, line 34 (= SEG 21.128) (ca. 240—235) decree (troops at Rhamnus). iot- for 
бот- is characteristic of several dialects, notably Boeotian to the immediate north of 
Attic. For “Еотиоледс, etc., cf. 15.0127e, p.281 infra. 


Jð áq'iev[(ac u[vou£vo occurs in line c5 of Face В of an extensive sacred law from the 
Eleusinion in Athens soon to be published in Hesperia by K. Clinton (— new fr. of Hesperia 26 
[1957] p.52, no.9) (367—348); but perhaps only a graphic error caused by the iota in the 
stoichos directly above the offending iota of от ас, as suggested by Clinton. 
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d) The spelling талєо: occurs on а defixio, Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3, line 13 
(reading confirmed by D. Jordan) (found in a deposit of material dated s. Ip., but 
lettering and orthography look s. Шр.). Ptolemaic papyri have memeg-, cf. Mayser- 
Schmoll p.31, but лалёреос occurs on a papyrus of the Roman Period, cf. C. Wesseley, 
Studien zur Paláograpbie und Papyrusurkunde 20 (1921) p.26, no.27, line 3 (s. П/ 
Шр.). This word is not otherwise attested in Attic texts, but it is reasonable to suppose 
the earlier лелері has already developed (because of dissimilation?) to лалёоь (the 
form in MG) by the third century A.D. The accentuation of this Attic example of 
лалери (TUNEL or лілеоі) is uncertain, but probably the shift of the accent preceded 
the change of the vowel. 


e) Examples of I for є on vases are quite rare. Nicos on a rf. vase depicting Heracles 
and Nettos, cf. ARV? р. 174, Ambrosios painter no. 20 (= Smith, Catalogue 3 p.67, 
no. E42), might be for №оос with non-Attic -оо- (cf. 43.04 infra); but perhaps the 
painter merely confused the two similar names №00с and Меттос / Мёосос, Ní[o]oc 
on a vase depicting four early kings of Attica, cf. ARV? p.259, Syriskos painter no. 1 
(= HRF 1, p.277, no.44), is certainly not for №005, as the v is normal in this name 
(cf. RE s.v. Nisos, no.1, col.759). On a bf. vase depicting Eris, cf. ABV p.333, near 
the Priam painter (i) no. 1 (= CVA, France 9, plate 71.4, 6, 9 and Text p.51), IOI2 
might be for Iguc; if I is not an E left incomplete the anomalous spelling might be due 
to confusion of the two names Iris and Eris, or to assimilation, or to the presence 
of the liquid. For Kwía on another bf. vase cf. 7.0121, p.145 infra. The dipinto 
11.3ЧГАХ on а rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.27, Euthymides no.3 (= CVA, France 8, plates 
29.1-4, 6; 30.1, Text p.19), could be for yaigete, if it were certain that the TI 
belonged with the rest of the text. Both Beazley and Hoppin record Méppvov, not 
Mippvov, on a rf. vase in Naples, inv. по. 81329, cf. ARV? p.57, Oltos no.43 = 
ARV? p. 112, Chelis painter no.2 (= НЕР 1, p.186, no. 3). 


f) In several defixiones occur “ОіЛіоуу, 'OQquun instead of the usual ’Qget-, cf. 
'Qquíov ІС Ш.З, no.70.1; no.71.1, 2; Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p.117, no.18.1; 
"Офіїут IG Ш.3, no.71.1; Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p. 117, no. 18.2. The same persons 
are mentioned in all these tablets, dated to the first half of the fourth century B.C., 
and quite likely fairly early in it (cf. p.161 infra; L. Robert, Collection Froebner 1, 
p.15). "Офедішу occurs twice on another tablet of the same group, cf. ІС IIL3, 
по.91.2, 5 (400—350?). This is also the spelling attested on stone inscriptions: e.g. 
II? 1951.419 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat.; 1126290 (s. IVa.), ІІ? 13084/5 (s. ГУ/Ша.) 
sep. monuments; II? 2348.8 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; 12 8928 (post 300), 112 8890 (s. Па.), 
12 8318, 1128467, II? 12671 (all aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. The Qg- of the 
defixiones is an assimilation of the vernacular. 

Otherwise I for є is rare on defixiones. Cf. ДіохАіос, IG Ш.З, no. 94.5 (са. 4002), an unusual 
text probably dating to the period when the Attic script was being given up in favor of the 
Ionic, as Е is more frequent than H for (е |; note also Avo», in ib. 2, АюхХ4 (dat. sing.) ib. 18; 
quóu[c]va ІС Ш.З, no.158.2 (init. s. IVa.?) (cf. a) supra). Reading and interpretation of 
KALPTAIKEINOY as xai |Боүо <xeivov are quite dubious on Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, 
p. 1032, no. 6.a 4 (s. ГУ/Ша.?). 


The vowel є |8) 145 


СЕ. Mévov IZ Гаруєттіоу on the ostracon, Kerameikos 3, p.71, no. 120 (са. 450), where the 
sense would be quite satisfactory if Peek's interpretation of IZ as ёх could be accepted, but the 
= for x ог у would be very strange in Attic; cf. also 9.021 infra (15 = eic). 

For An[ujfav, cf. 7.0121 infra. 

LE[eivat occurs on a sherd (graffito) regarding property sales, cf. Kerameikos 3, p. 88, no. 168, 
line 9 (plate 22) (s. IVa., 350—300?), alongside ovverxtv for ouveixe (cf. 9.022, no.9, p. 196 
infra); but perhapst= = E, rather than ІЄ. 


Lit.: MS? р. 18, note 91; Lademann p. 115. 


7.0121 -бас ~ -(ac in masculine personal names 


In most cases the Attic form of the name had either -éag or -(ac, e.g. always 
Anpéas, ПоӨёас etc., but invariably ©щхо(ас, Харбас, etc.; contrast Attic 'Aox(ac 
with 'Aoxéag of some other dialects: "Арубас of Hesperia 4 (1935) p.175, по.40, 
a small fr. with a few names, was almost certainly foreign, cf. the non-Attic name 
Хлеохіас in the same text. There is scarcely any variation from the normal spellings. 
Тишас is almost certainly for Тицбас, the Attic form of the name, in the decree, 
12 82.6 (421/0) (L.), but significantly there are two other cases of I for є in this same 
text; all are probably E left unfinished (cf. 7.012b, no.3, p. 142 supra). Kwía may 
be for Kwíag on a bf. vase, ABV p.332, Priam painter no. 17 (= CVA, Spain 1, 
plate 8.2; Text p. 4), but there is nothing to prove the person so named was Athenian; 
if so, perhaps Kwéag was intended; cf. the doubtful "Ноіас (Attic form of the name 
was “Ноғас), cf. ARV? p.1583 (cf. 7.012e, p.144 supra). The spelling Ат (оу 
on a defixio is isolated, cf. Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, p. 1028, no.3.1 (s. IV/IIIa.?). 
IIcei0éac occurs for Teias on a pryt. cat. of the late third century B.C. (cf. 7.01112, 
no.5, p.138 supra). These few cases belong with other rare instances of confusion 
of v and e. 

In a few cases, however, names in -éag and -(ag both existed in Attic, cf. e.g. Kah- 
ММас and КоХХас, МихҒас and Nixiac, etc. In these cases one might expect some- 
what more confusion, although it would perhaps better be explained as confusion 
of two very similar lexical items rather than as a phonetic confusion of -éag and -(ac. 
But certain examples are very rare. In the sep. mon., Hesperia 28 (1959) p.275, 
no.3, cf. plate 54 (s. IVa.), the name Ilewtéas was first inscribed and then corrected 
to Поотбас, W.Peek's identification of the Alo]yíag ФӚАлобфоу of a ded. of the 
demesmen of Halai, II? 2820.14 (са. 365, cf. SEG 18.66) (L.), with the Aloygav Din- 
Qíqov ‘AAatéa on a decree of the same deme, cf. Deltion 11 (1927/28) p.40, no.4, 
line 11 (where Atoxéav was wrongly read; for the correction cf. AM 67 [1942] р.9, 
no.7) (ca. 350—300), has the greatest chance of being another example of confusion 
of two names of this type. But even here the existence of two brothers Aloyéas and 
Aloxíac is not impossible. There was a certain fondness for very similar names within 
the same family. It would be risky to correct the Xa]igéag Xatoíov of the same dedi- 
cation, II? 2820.8 (L.), to Xaigéag Xargéov or Xaigíag Xatoíov, cf. e.g. EVOvS pos 
Еобиббиоу in a cat. of the second half of the fourth century B.C., II? 1927.4—5. 
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Likewise cf. the sep. mon., II? 7328a (in add. nova) (ca. 350) (L.), of which the first 
two lines read: 

"Аубовас (corrected from 'Avógseoc) “АубоохХеібоу “Радуобснос 

"Аубобас "Аубобіою “Рацуобаос. 
Here the son's name was certainly "АУбобас (rare at Athens, but attested as а kalos- 
name on two bf. vases, cf. ABV p.664) and should not be amended to the common 
Attic name "Аудобас. As “Аубоеас was the final intention in line 1, it is likely that 
this was the father's name, and the "Аубобіом of line 2 would have EI for ¢/__V 
as in Васдёиос, etc. (cf. 7.03, no.4a, p.156 infra); less likely the father's name 
was "Аубое(1)ос, and line 1 was correct before it was changed to “Аубоғас. Another 
son of 'Av6goxAs(Órc named ” АубоонЕут|6 is mentioned in line 4 of this text. 

Where an individual's name occurs in literary sources, the codd. are not always reliable in the 
spelling of his name. Thus the Ko)A£agc who was archon in 377/6 is called КоХХСас by the codd. 
to Diodorus 15.28, although the spelling in -éag is the only one attested in inscriptions, cf. 
II? 216.10 (346/5) decree; П2 1411.5 (376/5), II? 1635.118 (post 374/3) inventories; also the 
Marmor Parium; the КоАМас̧ of I? 103 (= IG П, по. 21) is the archon of 412/1, not the Кад- 
Mag of 377/6, cf. Koehler, Hermes 31 (1896) pp. 140—141. The archon of 560/59 is called 
Koy£ag іп Aristotle's Athenaion Politeia 14.1, but Кошас by the codd. of Plutarch, Solon 32. 


For additional data on these names in -éag and -(ac, cf. Morphology. 


Lit: MS? p.115, notes 1058-1061; A.S.Henry, CQ 19 (1969) pp.289—290; Маузег- 
Schmoll p. 42. 


7.02 Є written Н before a, av, о, ov, w 


In about fifteen texts H occurs for Є before one of the back vowels а, o, о, av, or 
ov. Virtually all of these are sep. monuments, of which, however, many are those of 
native Athenians, and this spelling is thus largely confined to private texts. But there 
is one case on an eph. cat. of the late first century B.C. (no.7), and fjavtó- occurs in 
two dedications of the first century A.D. (nos.8—9). There is rarely any very precise 
evidence for the dating of these texts, but when there is (i.e. nos.7, 8) they usually fall 
within the period са. 100 B. C.—ca. 100 A.D. (but cf. nos. 1, 12). 

The pronunciation of е before vowels, especially back ones, was somewhat closer 
than elsewhere. In some dialects it is often or even normally represented by I, and 
in Attic EI is very frequent in the fourth and third centuries (cf. 7.03). The use of H 
here is analogous to the use of H for et, as in "Аойом, “Нбңа, etc., with which it is 
contemporary (cf. 9.031); EI was no longer satisfactory because it had passed to 1 
ЇГ | in other positions. 

The п of “Ноахлтоттс, etc. may be of the same type as the others here, for 'Hoax- 
Хваот- is the only spelling found in Attic public texts after 350 B.C. and even in the 
sep. monuments of non-Athenians it is overwhelmingly more frequent than "Ноах- 
Хғиәт-. But as the *HooxAnot- spellings occur in the same foreign contexts as Hoax- 
AeLwrt-, the sep. monuments of non-Athenians, the spellings with т may be just a later 
variant of those in et, with т for et before vowels as in 9.031 infra: as the town might 
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be called *HoáxAna after са. 200 B.C., the ethnic "HooxAeubtng might be spelled 
*HoaxAnótns (cf. 16.021b, pp. 309—310 infra). 


The explanation that т = t here and is used because the є of баюто-, etc. has been weakened to 
[ or [j], i. e. Ва°-105], cannot be seriously defended (cf. 27.01, p. 393 infra). 

The spellings in -xAn- sometimes found in metrical texts are non-Attic poetical forms, e.g. 
Перидлюс Deltion 25 (1970) p.80, no.53; AvdxAna. IP 11157. The unusual Дому, in the 
decree, II? 1046.19 (52/1), is perhaps due to a similar non-Attic influence (cf. p. 380 infra). 

For Хумівта (= Хууйбеш or Хоү(0е02), cf. 9.031, no. 41, p. 205 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.19, note 96; Lademann p.116; Mayser-Schmoll рр.40-41, Mayser 1.2, p.40 
(-.fjovc/-xAcíovc); Gignac pp. 244, 245. 


Examples (all sep. monuments unless otherwise indicated): 
1) АуоһхАфоус II? 5338 (post 350); 
2) “Ноаэдлуфтуооа II? 8595.3 (s. Па.) (L.); 
3) “Ноахдлүоттс 02 8690 (s. Па.) (L.); 
4) Тєшохд оос Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 172, по. 68 (= II? 5500, corrected) (ca. 100); 
5) "A8yovfyoc Il? 5354.3 (s. Ia.) (L.); 
6) “НоохАлблас II? 8764.3 (s. Ia.); 
7) Mvaofyov II? 1964.4 (fin. s. Ia.) eph. cat. (L.); 
8) havtoŭ II? 4186.7 (ca. 50 p.) ded., alongside ӛту (cf. 24.01, no. 24) (L.); 
9) fjavi[fjc II? 4051.3—4 (з. Ip.) ded. (L.); 
10) | Н)рвхдлүбусүс II? 8814 (s. Ір.) (L.); 
11) 'Hagévn ЇР 11560 (s. VII p.) (L.); 
12) "Аүадохд (05) II? 7759.1 (ca. 200p.); 
13) Туббуос II? 6923.1 (s. Пр.) (L.); 
14) AvoxAhoug II? 8232 (aet. Rom.) (L.); 


Doubtful (known only from early copies): 


15) “Н|овфхдлүдтаүс І? 8637 (aet. Rom.); 
16) *Hooxomó[uc) II? 8731 (aet. Rom.). 


7.03 EI for Е before vowels 


The short vowel 6 is frequently written EI before the vowels a, à, о, ov, апа о and 
the diphthongs at, ài av, ot, and «x in Attic inscriptions from the end of the fifth 
century B.C. down to about the middle of the third century B.C. Examples are 
especially common in the fourth century, especially during the period ca. 360— 
320 B.C. These spellings are clearly ап Attic phenomenon: of the sep. monuments, 
which comprise a large number of the examples, the majority are those of native 
Athenians, and these spellings occur in all types of texts, including decrees. 

Examples often tend to cluster in certain texts, which shows that these spellings 
were characteristic of certain individuals. In the examples (nos.1—5 infra) texts 
containing more than one case of EI for €/__V are denoted by asterisks. 

Note especially: II? 1672 (329/8) inv.: dyqu&vat, Ocvoiv, Asevovtíboc, vevwxoglov, ngo- 
cevwviinoav, ієрёиоу, МошохэМионс, etc.; II? 222 (са. 344) decree: ёбу, буают-; 1I? 337 
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(333/2) decree: Ібофовиос, КицЕюуу, 112354 (328/7) decree: tegéunc, vévat, yoappatéra (?); 
II? 1576 (ca. 330—320) inv.: 'Axaovéua (three times), Пібеа, Абтод іа; II? 1183 (post 340) 
decree (deme): ФЕюуобол, 1єрє[Јореуос; ПІ? 1749 (341/0) pryt. cat: Mvnowéwov, Anpo- 
хос, perhaps П\оӨёа; П2 2491 (са. 335—325) pactionis formulae: -oxAévovc, '"Ax[ao- 
УЕ ос. 


Spellings with EI for ¢/__V and those with the original simple E frequently occur in 
close conjunction with one another in the same text (cf. examples infra). Although 
this is the period in which ev... V is frequently spelled as E (e.g. Өпоѓа for otia, 
yeappatéov, etc.), there are not very many texts which have both E for et/__V and 
EI for e/_V. One of these is the large inv., II? 1672, with @noéov, таюоёау, лоо- 
tavéas (cf. 16.021 є, nos. 22, 41, 36, pp.315 ff. infra). 

СЕ: П2 1673 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.: xat&vayótov alongside отеХоС (cf. p.317 
infra, no. 39), Tiféov (cf. p. 317, no. 43); II? 1533 (post 338/7) inv.: ікоғиос, has yoauuatéov 
(cf. p.314, по.12), боохбдеог (сі. p.314, по.15); ІІ 1749 (341/0) pryt. cat: Mvmav- 
Өбоу, Атрох оос, has "Еоіхесіс, but by this time this is the most common spelling of this 
demotic (cf. 16.021 a, no. 3, p. 306 infra). 


The earliest examples occur in the second half of the fifth century: Аадлторёиос 
12 1063 (са. 450) sep. mon. (no.3m infra); Kepadévoc I? 370.7 (421/0—416/5) inv. 
(no.3m infra); Фи\охА&Ос 112 11980.2-3 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon. (no.4d infra). 
There are also three cases of IPONEIOI in the inventories of the treasurers of Athena 
Polias, cf. 12 232.6 (434/3), 12 234.28 (432/1), I2 250.247 (412/1), restored in others; 
IIPONEOI also in this group of inventories, е. р. І? 237.58 (429/8), I? 238.69 (428/7), 
12 239.80 (427/6), etc. Here the ambiguity of the Attic script makes it difficult to 
evaluate the examples, and it is also uncertain whether the Attic form comes from an 
original лодууос or лооутіїо- (examples in the dialects indicate the existence of both); 
but the occurrence of both лобуєф (< лобупос) and лооуўо (+ лооуЦіо-) in this 
group of texts (as suggested by MS? p.64 and implied by the accentuation of IG I2) is 
most improbable. If the Attic form originally had 1, then IIPONEOI = лоомёох, 
from neoveiw (later development of лроуро-) with loss of intervocalic 1, and ПРО- 
NEIOI is probably for лооуеіюі; as far as the Attic script is concerned, IIPONEIOI 
could also be for лооуфол, but the contemporary occurrences of лооуёо make this 
less likely (it seems extremely doubtful that ПРОКЕОЇ = zovfjo with a loss of t 
similar to that in the isolated Añov, бом on p.208 infra) as does the virtually universal 
use of -Е10- in texts in the Ionic script (cf. 10.022, p.209 infra). But if лобуцос was 
the original Attic form, as seems more likely, then IIPONEOI is the dative of лобуеос, 
and IIPONEIOI = лобуєіам, is a variant with EI for e/_V as in Ларлтоёос (cf. 
no. 3h). An even earlier example is Фови@рос, on ап ostracon of ће 480s, Deltion 23 
(1968) Chronika p.28, plate 19a (по. 1 т infra). For the problematical metrical cases 
NOVTAVELOV, паутеібу, cf. p. 151 infra. EI for є/  У is lacking in the dipinti. 

There is a marked decrease in the frequency of the examples after 300 B.C., and 
cases after 200 В.С. are very rare: ёиантоос 12999,3 (s. Па.?) decree (small frag- 
ment with no very good evidence for date); ёиотбуу (cf. 24.01, no.1, p.383 infra) 
Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.166, no.98, line21 (paulo ante 60) decree (cf. по1с 
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infra); [К] 12 4696.1 (s. ПЛа.) ded. (priv.) (по.3е); ТЕрохд оос 12 4931 
(init. s. IIa.) ded. (priv.) (no.4d); and the doubtful Вас] |иос ІІ? 2316.43-44 (ca. 
166/5) cat., known only from an early copy (no. 3 m infra). If these examples are really 
this late they are the final stragglers of this type of spelling. The development of єї to 
[2] in other positions may have contributed to its demise as a grapheme for ғ/ V (cf. 
the later use of H as in fjavtó-, cf. 7.02 supra). 


Later examples of “НоохдЛеиӛтуе probably do not belong with examples of EI for 6/.. V, cf. 
16.021b, pp.309—310 infra. Nor does the spread of et іп mAsiova, mAeiovec, лХМаоубэас, 
etc., cf. 16.021 g, pp. 321 ff. 

In Roman times the only case based on a certain reading is M]&Xuxet vac. on the pryt. cat., 
II? 1764.58 (mentions the archon of 141/2p.) (L.); if correctly interpreted as MeAttéwwe it is 
perhaps comparable to a few examples of these spellings on papyri of Roman times, cf. Gignac 
p.256. Two other possible examples are quite doubtful, cf. "Ахадуєіос (no.3 m infra), known 
only from an early copy; А|ар (ас on а defixio (no. 1, p. 153 infra). The spelling теӨуеифс 
on the sep. mon., II? 11491 (= АЕ 1939-1941 Parartema p.7, по.24) (s. Пр.), is а poetical 
artificiality created to serve the needs of the metre (cf. 10.04, p. 213 infra). 


Three principal explanations have been proposed for these spellings in EI for 
e/_V: 


Largely graphic phenomenon. The spellings would have their phonetic origin in the tendency 
for the inherited diphthong єї to lose its iota іп pre-vocalic position. Thus as -evog developed to 
-ғос, whether through development of the iota to a glide vowel, e.g. [eos], or though its loss 
altogether, e.g. [e-os], it was frequently neglected іп the orthography; variants like Фтоба, 
Youppatéov, etc. are very frequent in the fourth century B.C. (cf. 16.021, pp.302ff. infra). 
Persons who tended to reduce or omit such iotas would naturally frequently not know when 
iota was required by the orthography and when it was not: hence the spellings BaoUuog and 
yooappatéov. Even if this explanation is not the reason for most of the examples it is not un- 
likely that in certain cases it is the reason for EI for є/ М. The chief objections to this view are: 
the restriction of the EI spellings almost exclusively to the environment before back vowels, 
whereas the iota of inherited еі may be omitted before front vowels as well; the comparative 
rarity of texts which show both E for et/_V and EI for €/__V in conjunction with one another 
(the large inventory, II? 1672 and a very few other texts are exceptions, cf. supra); the tendency 
for e/_V and е/. У to remain distinct and to undergo separate developments later оп (cf. 
infra). A purely graphic explanation is generally accepted for rare spellings like дүбойцс, Bowó- 
сошфхос, etc., but the very frequency of EI for €/__V suggests that it is not a purely graphic 
confusion. 

EI represents a closer allophone of &/__back vowels. There is evidence for a closer pronunciation 
of є before back vowels in a number of dialects. Thus in Boeotian the same grapheme is used 
for £/ М as for ņ in the earliest texts (F or E in the earliest texts; EI or I later, cf. Schwyzer, 
GG 1, p.242; Buck, GD? pp. 18, 22, 25). In some dialects the epsilon actually passed to 1, cf. 
0:65, ібутос, etc., normal in Laconia and Crete by the time of the earliest texts (cf. Buck, GD? 
рр.21-22). 

The EI of the Attic texts would thus represent a sound between ғ and v in quality. This 
explanation seems in general the best, and the almost exclusive use of EI before back vowels 
supports it strongly. The disappearance of EI for ¢/__V and the occasional use of H for &/__V 
thereafter (cf. 7.02 supra) also tend to support this view, for if the earlier EI for є/ (М repre- 
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sented a simple vowel closer in quality than є, the change in value of ev from [e] to [i] after 
300 B. C. would make EI no longer a satisfactory grapheme for this closer є. The EI would thus 
represent a sound qualitatively distinct from the е represented graphically by E, but presumably 
of the same quantity. This latter seems certain because the later developments of &/. М and 
є/--У normally remain distinct, although a few words tend to shift from one group to the other 
(in a few cases eV. У was permanently simplified to 6/. V, cf. 16.021a—d, pp.304—311 
infra, and in a few others an original €/__V seems to have been replaced by e1/_V because of 
analogy, cf. тӨлөс — tfAevoc, 16.021e, no.42, p.317 infra; spread of є in mAelova, etc., 
16.021g, p.322 infra). A great deal of weight was placed on dgyadéwic, іп which EI for 
£/.— V has to be scanned as short (cf. infra), as evidence of the quantity of the EI, but in view of 
the frequency of unmetrical spellings involving intervocalic iota in this period it does not seem 
justified to make this example so crucial (cf. 10.04, p.212 infra). 

* The principal objection to this view is that it posits a use of EI to represent a close [č] although 
elsewhere it represents a long vowel or diphthong (as in xóAet, later табтєї for татту). But if 
many speakers were tending to drop intervocalic iota or reduce it to a glide in cases like Өтоєїа 
where iota was inherited, this objection may be groundless. 

In favor of the theory that EI indicates a closer pronunciation of є before back vowels are 
J. Schmidt, ZVS 27 (1885) p.295; W. Schulze, Quaestiones epicae pp.41ff., p.510; F. Solmsen, 
ZVS 32 (1893) pp. 549ff.; Kretschmer, Vaseninscbriften p. 136; Brugmann, IF 9 (1898) p.345; 
Schwyzer, MS? p.45, note 295; GG 1, pp. 192—193, 242; Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften 
pp. 44—45; Buck, GD? p.21. 

Cases of I for e/—V can scarcely be found in Attic texts. The spelling "AvtoX£ovg is certain 
in the decree, 1I? 360.2 (cf. 7.012, no.11, p.143 supra). This is the same archon of 325/4 
whose name is spelled *Avtixdétovg in another decree, II? 361.1 (if the restoration is correct, cf. 
no. 4d infra). But the spelling *AvtwxAfoug is so isolated that it seems best not to press it as 
evidence for the closer pronunciation of є/ У; ће I is probably an E left unfinished or ап in- 
complete attempt at EI. 


Development of a glide vowel between € and following back vowels. In this view the iota of 
Вао/Емос, ёбу, etc. would actually represent an intervocalic iota which had developed 
between two vowels originally in hiatus, e.g. [e-os] — [etos] — (e'-os]. The two main objections 
to this view are: if a true glide vowel developed in such cases one would expect a greater degree 
of confusion later in the treatment of є/ У and єм М, which normally remained distinct; the 
development of such a glide vowel runs directly counter to a well established trend towards 
simplification of -ViV- to -VV- (sometimes with contraction to -V-) in Attic of the fourth and 
third centuries B.C., cf. aie( > ав, "Авпуаїа > "Авпуба — "Авпуй, бака — Әйда, Aexs- 
Хвієйс + АехеХесдс (АєкєХйс), Оійвеу > "Ойбєу, 1466 — ббс, etc. This view also makes it 
difficult to account for later spellings like fjavtó-, etc. under the same general explanation as the 
earlier £vxvtó-. 


This explanation was favored by Dittenberger, cf. Hermes 17 (1882) pp.40—41; Meister, 
Die griechischen Dialekte 1, p.244; F. Blass, Aussprache? p.34; W. Larfeld, Sylloge inscriptio- 
num boeoticarum p. xxv; it has recently been supported again by W.S. Allen, Word 15 (1959) 
pp. 249 ff. Much of the argument against it in the late nineteenth century is probably groundless, 
as it was based оп the assumption that EI for є/ У was always metrically short and that the 
spelling of metrical texts was reliable evidence for pronunciation, which is doubtful. The major 
objection to this theory is that it runs counter to the tendency of Attic to simplify -ViV- to -VV- 
in this period. 
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Whatever explanation be accepted, there is some doubt as to the accentuation. In 
this book the acute of the original form has been retained over the epsilon in all cases. 
Cases of EI for є/ front vowels (є, ғі, т) are quite rare and do not seem to be the 
same phenomenon as the more frequent cases of EI for е before back vowels. The 
examples are considered in no. 5 infra. 


Although the use of EI for e/—V is largely a phenomenon of prose texts, there аге a few 
cases іп metrical texts. xgita&véwv occurs on ап ostracon of ће 480s, cf. АЈА 51 (1947) 
pp.257ff., and the distich makes far the best sense if E. Schweigert's identification of the word 
as the genitive plural of хобтеус be accepted, cf. АЈА 53 (1949) pp. 266—268. But whether this 
is an early example of лротбуешу like those in fourth-century prose texts may be doubted. The 
writer may have consciously added the iota to achieve the long syllable on the analogy of 
variants like тӨлөс and téàsiog in epic; the short text also contains dAeveoóc (from “дХегос, 
cf. E. Tichy, Glotta 55 [1977] pp. 162-3), probably a poetical variant for dutfgovog (GAevtqoóc 
occurs in Sophocles, Oed. Col.371; Әмтфоюс occurs in Thucydides and frequently in ће 
orators), Some still prefer, however, Raubitschek's original interpretation zxovtaveiov (object 
of ddixetv), cf. Tichy, loc. сїї, H. Schaefer, RE s.v. Xanthippos, col. 1345. In pavtevov фойсџо- 
дуа, cf. 12 503 (init. s. Va.) ded., the iota has been added later, perhaps to insure that the word 
be taken as the genitive plural of pavteía rather than ибүйс (cf. DAA p.272, no. 236). If this 
suggestion of Raubitschek be accepted this would not be a case of EI for e/—V, and there would 
remain only the unusual synizesis, in which the iota is ignored, i.e. рвутембу. This seems far 
more likely than that u&vveuov with a strange synizesis and with EI for e/_V was intended. But 
either word yields a satisfactory sense. Cf. 31.00, p.411 infra. 

The last part of a series of dactylic verses on a defixio, IG IIL3, no. 108, reads as follows: 

бєсџоїс doyaA£vous 

соу Ө 'Exátei хбоу(ол xai "Egtvoow Трд Өмбусцс, 
The words xai ”Ергүбоулу Weva are actually on the reverse of the tablet, but they are 
clearly verse and will only scan if joined to the обу @' “Ехахе: y8oviar of the obverse; hence 
бєороїс dgyaAévoig must stand alone. But there is no doubt of the scansion doyaXevotg (cf. 
Allen pp.70, 108; Kaibel по. 1136). The date of this tablet cannot be fixed, but the spelling 
“Ехбхє, would most likely occur in the period ca. 375—150 B. C. The use of EI for e/_V in 
prose texts is common in only about the first 150 years of this period. But there is also the 
possibility that this spelling has nothing to do with the phenomenon of prose texts, but is the 
result of some ineptness on the part of the writer in using an unfamiliar poetical word: dpyoA£oc 
is not encountered much in n literary prose writers. 

The occurrence of KXsofoAe in the epigram beneath the name КАємводос, in prose and 
identifying the dead man commemorated by the monument, looks at first sight like a conscious 
attempt to accommodate the metre, cf. Platon 9 (1957) pp. 155ff. (= SEG 16.193; no. 2b infra) 
(ca. 370) sep. mon. But that would involve the unlikely assumption that the man normally 
spelled his name КХею- and reverted to the original spelling to accommodate the scansion; more 
likely there is seen here only the same casual variation between -є!У- and -eV- found in prose 
texts (cf. 10.04a, p.212 infra). Elsewhere in this same text the penultimate syllable of "Еоєу- 
Вос must be scanned as long. 

For the treatment of -&V- in metrical texts, cf. 10.04, p.211 infra. Cf. also CSCA (in Lit. 
infra). 

Spellings like -xAévovc, Тибдеюс, etc. are found in Ptolemaic papyri from the third century 
on, but are really only frequent after the mid-second century, and thus are most common after 
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they have ceased in Attic inscriptions. It is noteworthy that in papyri of the first and second 
centuries B. C. -xAé.oug occurs thirteen times, -xAfjouc three times, -»À ovg not at all (cf. Mayser- 
Schmoll pp. 41—44). 


Lit.: MS? pp.45—47, notes 295—351; Lademann pp. 93—96; CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 182ff. 


1) Before а, à, au, би, av 

a) арфуббиоц: II? 1672.191-192 (329/8) inv.*; for the normal spelling, cf. I? 369.10, 15 
(post 426/5), II? 1424a(in add.).16 (369/8), П2 1673.31, 33 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112), 
II? 1627.317 (330/29), II? 1496.198 (334/3 —331/0) inventories; etc. 

b) Шау: 112 28.17 (387/6) (L.); ІР 222.31 (са. 334/3)*, decrees; П2 1177.13 (ca. 350) decree 
(deme); II? 1275.14 (s. Ш/Па., cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no. 126; SEG 21.534) decree 
(thiasotai), has other orthographical peculiarities (cf. 46.031 infra), has бу = ё@у іп ib. 7-8, 16 
(L.). Cf. ёбу II? 226.10 (ca. 343/2) decree (cf. infra оп yoappaté’a). The normal ёбу is well 
attested from the fifth century on, e.g. I? 4.6, 16 (485/4), I? 6.26, 27, 28, 38, etc. (ante 460), 
12 14.9 (447/6? cf. Meiggs-Lewis p. 121, no. 47), I? 22.69 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7); P 39.25, 30, 
etc. (446/5), I? 56.14 (са. 4302), I2 70.17 (424/32), P 71.23, 24 (са. 436? cf. SEG 21.30), IP 1.21, 
22, etc. (403/2), П2 24.53, b 12 (paulo ante 387/6), 12 34.19, 22, 24 (384/3), II? 112.9, 29 
(362/1), II 223.9 (343/2), II? 380.40 (320/19) decrees; etc. For other variant spellings of this 
word, cf. Morphology. 

с) éravtó-: П2222.14-15 (са. 344) decree*; П2 999.3 (s. IIa.?) decree; Hesperia, suppl. 1 
(1937) p. 166, no. 98, line 21 (paulo ante 60) decree (cf. p. 148 supra). 

а) Eixeiaioc: Polemon 4 (1949) p.28, no. 10, lines 1, 3 (= H? 5999) (s. IV а.) sep. mon. 

е) Zéta (toponym): II? 1668.4 (347/6) inv. For Zéa, cf. II? 1611.327 (357/6), П2 1627.403 
(330/29), ІР 1628.557 (326/5), H? 1629.1034 (325/4), 121631.254 (323/2) inventories; 
II? 835.10 (paulo post 229/8) decree. 

f) Өсооеиос: II? 1926.29 (325/4) cat. (L.); for Alve(()as, “орк(Оос, etc., cf. Morphology. 

g) xatgrayótwv: II? 1673.55 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv. 

Б) КХеаобуЕтос KAcopévous: II? 1252.1 (post 350) decree (orgeones); Kisrayoga Peek, AG 2, 
p.36, no. 124 (date ?) sep. mon.; KAeióvo ЇР 11850 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; KAevagiom Deltion 
19 (1964) Chronika p.36, plate 30a (= BCH 90 [1966] p.727, p.730, fig. 13; SEG 23.132) 
(s. IV a.) sep. шоп." 

i) Мєрєййс: 112 2354.5 (fin. s. Ша.) cat.; elsewhere Needs (cf. 16.021e, no.33, p.316 
infra, for examples). 

і) vévog (є véog): буті xai vér 112 354.5 (328/7) decree"; but in I? 1640.30 (= ІСП 
по. 818) read: табе А [vx] veta, not та 6eA[xta]véta. 

k) Accusative sing. in -éva, "бла: 

aou: I 495.15 (303/2), II? 743.10 (init. в. Ша.), 12654.36 (285/4) decrees. 

yooppatéia: IP 339b.11—12 (333/2) decree: "оу yeap]|[uJatéia; Hesperia 30 (1961) 
p. 208, по. 3, line 14 (fin. s. IVa.) decree: yoo)ppatéva; I? 530.3 (fin. s. IVa.) decree; II? 2943. 
15-16 (s. Ша.) ded.; restored in ІР 354.26 (328/7) decree* (stoich.); cf. yoappaxé"a, ІР 226.19 
(са. 343/2) decree (cf. оп ¿“áv supra). 

'Axapvéva: II? 1576.11, 48, 64 (са. 330—320) inv.*, Пифа in ib. 72, АутохА in ib. 71, 
but Кирила in ib. 31, Х(оГХхарүёа in ib. 28. 

Padnoéva: 12 410.19 (са. 330) decree, alongside Dadneéa in ib.18; also Evwvupéa in 
ib. 47 (at bottom). 

Ебюд ца: II? 2976.13 (333/2, cf. Reinmuth p. 21, no. 8) ded., Mavaviéa, 'Exeoxo£a al. 

АфтохАЁш: IP. 1576.71*, cf. supra. 
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Perhaps also П\одғ‹а, II? 1749.82 (341/0) pryt. cat., = ПАоФею (< ПАюфедс, cf. ПАюдеіс 
in ib. 42) rather than П\одєшй (— ПАюудеіеде) (cf. 16.021 а, no.4, p.306 infra and for the 
ambiguity, cf. p. 304) (L.). So almost certainly because of the late date, Tọwepsiã in a decree of 
256/5, cf. 11? 678.9 (cf. SEG 21.377), is Toweped (< Тозуедевдс) with EI for e/a rather than 
Toweperd (< Towepeceds) (cf. 16.021 а, по. 5, р. 307 infra). 


m) Accusative plural in -évag: тос аутүра‹фё ас II? 1670.22 (ca. 330) inv. 


Such spellings are frequent in defixiones, cf. Kwéwav IG Ш.3, no. 103.46 (400—350); KAétav- 
50ос ІС Щ.З, no. 9.24 (s. IV/IlIa.?); Подёюс Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p. 107, no.4, line 4* (init. 
s. Ша.?). Cf. Фоёмбоюс on an ostracon of Themistocles, Deltion 23 (1968) Chronika p.28 and 
plate 19a (4805). The А|арё ос оп a defixio of Roman times is dubious, cf. IG IIL3, no.31, 
18. 


2) Before o, ot 


а) деюіу: IP 1672.2, 213 (329/8) inv.*, cf. 9n (v)oiv ib. 138, 141, alongside Өсоту ib. 1, 2, 
3, 137, 138, 225, 242, etc. 


b) KXetóBoAoc: Platon 9 (1957) pp.155ff. (= ВСН 82 [1958] pp.364—366, fig.3; SEG 
16.193) (ca. 370) sep. mon.; this is the spelling identifying the dead man at the top of the stele, 
but КХебфодле occurs in the epigram beneath (where the metre demands кхебрәле), to which 
perhaps not too much significance should be attached (cf. p. 151 supra and 10.04, p. 212 infra). 

KAevoxoáea: II? 6124.1 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon. 

KAevopBedtov: II? 2793.2 (post 350) ded. 


c) Names in Өєо-: 


Өсіббоорос: Neon Atbenaion 3 (1958-1960) р.8, no.3 (= SEG 18.106) (init. s. Ша.) sep. 
mon. 

@evdnortos: ЇЇ? 11645 (ante 350) sep. mon. 

Ge oqpávnc: II? 5804.1 (s. IVa.) зер. mon. 

Өшофдбутт: II? 5678.1874.1 (са. 350) sep. mon., @eopav™m on the other text belonging to 
the same tomb, II? 5678.1873. 

Өнофілу: II? 12504.3 (са. 350) sep. mon. 

Өгібедос: П2 11667.1 (post 350) sep. mon. 

In II? 9721 (—-IG Ш, no. 2172) read Өєотгѓџоо. 

d) Names in -Өеос: 

Тиібвес: II? 5279.1 (з. IV а.) sep. mon. 

Cf. Өсібфоаотос on a fourth-century Panathenaic vase, CVA, USA 1, p.6, plate 6 (340/39); 
Өсібботос, АюрбӨеос on a defixio, Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p. 107, no.4, lines 4, 5 (init. s. 
Ша.?)*; Өғюбосќа, graffito from the Agora, cf. Agora 21, p. 15, no. C33 (са. 350). Another 
of these graffiti has Өғюбою(ох, cf. Agora 21, p. 46, no. F259; it was found in a context of 
s. I p., but in view of the Өсю- spelling it must be earlier in date. 

e) deyadévoug: бєороїс доүслеюіс IG IIL3, no. 108.5 (uncertain; in the period са. 375— 
150 B. C.) defixio. Cf. p. 151 supra and 10.04, p.212 infra. 

For NavxAévoc (probably. = NavxA£óc) on a third-century sep. mon. of a Spartan, IP? 9153, 
cf. p.257 infra and Morphology. In лћгоубхас, spread of EI of лэ, etc. may be seen, cf. 
16.021 g, p. 322 infra. 
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3) Before w, ом 
а) дЕзоуобіом: П2 1183.28 (post 340) decree (deme)*, crude text (cf. 8.01, no. 7). 


b) yeuoQyóc: vyeuoo(yóc) II? 1566.22 (ca. 330—320) inv. alongside y]ewoyó[v ib. 40; 
үвир(оүбс) Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff., line 392 (p.217) (= IP? 1557.19) (са. 330—320) 
inv. 


с) óéuovtav: I? 235.14 (340/39) decree. 


For óéovta, cf. 12 57.56 (423), 12 97.9 (416), 12 101.18 (412/1), II? 1.50 (403/2), П2 448.81 
(318/7), II? 505.59 (302/1) decrees; etc. Cf. S¢ovear (indicative) II? 96.11 (375/4) decree. For 
бетта, cf. no. 5 infra. 


d) iegew-: 

Occasional cases of ігоғио- in legewotvn, legedobar probably belong here (so Schulze, 
Quaestiones epicae p. 144, note 2): 

legewovvyn: Hesperia 30 (1961) p.293, no.1, line 6 (400—350) sacred calendar, alongside 
legedouva ib. 11. 

legeudouva: II? 1359.2 (init. з. IV a.) sacred calendar. 

їе|01| Цох үнс: II? 1316.8—9 (272/1) decree (orgeones). 

lege[t]wpévog: II? 1183.32 (post 340) decree (deme)*. 

For the usual legew-, cf. 1єрефомуа: e. в. II? 1237.4 (396/5) decree (phratry); II? 1356.10, 12, 
20 (paulo post 403/2); Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., no.2, lines 39, 52 + II? 1357.b6 (paulo 
post 403/2); II? 1361.6 (post 350), II? 1363.12 (cf. SEG 23.80) (fin. s. IVa. aut init. s. Ша.) 
sacred laws, calendars; etc.; Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 29, 34 (363/2) decree (genos); 
Hesperia 30 (1961) p.293, no. 1, line 11 (cf. supra). Legewotvn: II? 1326.9—10 (176/5) decree 
(dionysiastai); Hesperia 7 (1938) pp.1ff, no.1, lines 8—9, 63—64 (363/2) decree (genos); 
II? 1235.8 (са. 248/7) decree (genos). Їсреб| або, Sokolowski, Supplément p.20, no.6, line 15 
(= SEG 10.64; 21.52) (413/2?) decree; legewpévns ІІ? 4616.2 (fin. s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); 
legeotvto Hesperia 7, pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 15—16 (363/2) decree (genos), tege@vtat ib. 40—41, 
legeðoða ib. 15; ієре| фоало II? 1271.13—14 (299/8?) decree (thiasotai), alongside Legwotvy 
in ib. 13; etc. 

There are also contracted forms (cf. Schulze, op. cit. p. 145) in legwovv-, e.g. legdouva: II? 
1358.12, 15, 16, 22, 28 (bis), 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 42, 44-45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 52 (375—350) 
sacred calendar; (ego ovn: ПІЗ 1271.13 (299/8?) decree (thiasotai), alongside legewoato (cf. 
supra); II? 975.3 (post 150) decree; II? 1334.7 (fin. s. Па.) decree (orgeones); Il? 1338.42 (78/7) 
decree (synodos of technitai); etc. 


e) KAeuó: ІР 6679.1 (s. IVa.?) sep. mon., known only from Ross; [K]A[e]uó II? 4696.1 
(s. ПЛ а.) ded. (priv.). 

For KAeó, cf. 12424 (fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.) ded. (bronze); КМ (scanned У-) Maia 20 
(1968) p.371, no. 5 (= SEG 25.299) (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; II? 1514.18 (post 344/3) inv.; I? 10344 
(not part of ІІ? 1034 абс).19 (s. Ia.?) cat. fr.; 11? 4037.2 (aet. Augusti), II? 2879.4 (ca. 50р.) 
dedications; etc.; cf. КХеойїс II? 2332.56 (183/2) cat. 


f) Aevwydgo: II? 1138.22 (390—380, cf. SEG 16.105) decree (tribe), seen only by Chandler. 
g) Лежоут(|бос: II? 1672.7 (329/8) шу.” 


Б) veuwxlogtou: Il? 1672.164—165 (329/8) inv.*, alongside vewnog- ib. 181, 201, 208, 
etc. 
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IIPONEIOI probably is for лфоуеши. in 12 232.6 (434/3) (L.), 12 234.28 (432/1), В 250.247 
(412/1), restored in others (cf. p. 148 supra). But it is uncertain whether this spelling is an 
example of EI for є/ - М (cf. also 10.02а, p. 209 infra). 
veð also occurs on a document of Athenian cleruchs on Samos of 346/5, cf. AM7 (1882) 
p. 368, line 38. 

і) Фоүвшуу-: 

Ógyeubvov: II? 1253.6 (post 350) decree (orgeones). 

брүєибуас̧: П2 1284.9 (ca. 250) decree (orgeones), but Фоүго- ib. 1, 7, 11, 15, etc. 

j) IIavvaAéuov: II? 12400 (ca. 350) sep. mon. 

k) лоооеиоууйбуоау: II? 1672.209 (329/8) inv.* 

Cf. Амридёмоу IG Ш.З, no. 9.20 (s. ГУ/Ша.?) defixio *. 

It is doubtful that the spelling xelwvta: in IP 1176.21 (са. 360, cf. SEG 21.516) decree 
(deme) has et for e/_V. 

m) Genitive sing. in -&unc: 

Ке)фадеос I? 370.7 (421/0— 416/5) inv., almost certainly = KeqgaA£uoc. 

Aoagxtoéwoc: I? 1063.2 (са. 450) зер. mon. (cf. p. 295 infra) (L.). 


Fourth-century texts: 

Decrees: 

ібодоеиос: II? 337.10, 21—22 (333/2)*. 
leo£uoc: 12 354.2 (328/7)*. 


Inv.: 
legét[wg]: 12 1533.18 (post 338/7). 


Pactionis formulae: 
"Ах [aevé]uoc: II? 2491.6 (са. 335 —325)*. 


Horos: 

"хасис: I1? 2661.6 (s. IV a.?). 

Sep. monuments: 

Куфмюинос: II? 6421.3 (365—340), has ”Ерихємос (gen. of “Еоіхеіедс?), cf. 16.021a, no.3, 
p. 306 and p. 304 infra. 

"АХашфиах: II? 5733.6 (ca. 350), -«Aéovc ib. 2. 

Aapntgéwws: AE 1937, Part 2, p.555, no.4 and fig. 6 (= II? 6693a, in add., which needs 
correction, cf. photograph in AE 1937) (ca. 350). 

Мемлёуос: II? 6834.2 (ca. 350). 

ID.xatéuoc: II? 10090.3 (са. 350). 

IIeoyacéuoc: П2 6972.2 (post 350). 

Metés: ААА 2 (1969) p.329, по.1, line 3 (= BCH 94 [1970] p.912, no. 1, fig.57; SEG 
25.255) (fin. s. IV а.), has MedAutéwe, “АМиКас al., 'AgwrtoxA£iovg ib. 6. 

"АХашиах: II? 7269.6 (s. IV a.). 

AiEnvéuoc: П2 5848.11 (s. IVa.). 

"Аттуёиос̧: I2? 5701.2 (s. IV a.). 

"Egxiéuoc: II? 6135.6 (s. IV a.), -xAéous ib. 5. 

[Zov]viéuog: II? 7440.3 (s. IV а.). 

Cf. Knpuoe|éwoc II? 6417.1—2 (390—360) (cf. 7.01114, no. 3, р. 138 supra). 
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Пою)уиос: AE 1961 Chronika p.15, no.45 (= SEG 21.900) (fin. s. IVa.) sep. mon., with 
peculiar -oç (cf. 12.011, p. 224 infra and Morphology). 

The XOYNIEIAZ of ІІ? 7434.3 (ca. 350) sep. mon. is best taken as an example of careless 
rendering of letters by the stone-cutter (or his copy, but IA for Q looks like a misreading of Q by 
the mason, cf. 12.02, no. 2, p. 233 infra), i. e. Уоууи“а»с. 

Doubtful: Воо] |иос̧ II? 2316.43-44 (= ІСП, no.968) (са. 166/5) cat.; this text is known 
only from Peyssonel's copy of 1741 (cf. р. 149 supra). 

MleAtter (= МеллеЦос) ?) II? 1764.58 (141/2p.) pryt. cat. (L.). Doubtful: "Ауаруєіос in the 
ded., II? 3015.1 (210—220 p.) (cf. 12.012, no. 61, p. 232 infra). Cf. p. 149 supra. 

n) Genitive plural in -evwv: 

лрутбуеюу in a metrical text on an ostracon of the 4805, cf. AJA 53 (1949) pp. 266—268; 51 
(1947) pp.257ff. (cf. p.151 supra). But цаутеібу in ће ded., I? 503 (init. s. Va.), probably 
comes from цамте(а, not цамтіс (cf. DAA p. 272, no. 236; р. 151 supra). 

ёх Kegapérwv: II? 6341.1 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. 

Kvu£vov: 102 337.21 (333/2) decree*, alongside Килбау ib. 40. 

ісоғиоу: II? 1672.290 (329/8) шу." 

лоеофеиоу: П? 653.49 (285/4) decree. 

Біхадеиоу: 12 2631.2 (s. Ша.?), II? 2632.2 (s. Ша.?) horoi (deme). 

But in Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 31 (363/2) decree (genos), tõv бі Їеремоу is not 
for Їерёшу (= ‘priests’), but is the genitive of the neuter plural legeta (= ‘sacrificial victims’),cf. 
the translation, Hesperia 7, p. 6. 


4) Before О, OY (= [0:]) 

a) "Аубобіом: 1I? 7328 а (іп add. nova).2 (са. 350) sep. mon., probably the same man as 
>Аубоё [o] c in ib. 1 (cf. 7.0121, p. 146 supra). 

b) бдеюуоа: II? 1444.22 (са. 344/3) inv., alongside ббоса ib. 1, 3, 4. 

c) Муцокдеюу: II? 1749.65 (341/0) pryt. cat.* (L.). 

d) Genitive singular in -XA£vovc: 

Decree: 

PAvu]xAévouc: II? 361.1 (325/4). СЕ ”АутихМоус (7.012, no. 11, p. 143 supra). 

Decree (deme): 

*Avuxdévouc: I2 1203.3, 8 (324/3). 

Inventories: 

Anuoxdévove: TI? 1749.56 (341/0)* , -xMovc ib. 12 (L.). 

Өғєш]отохл[1]охс: ЇР 1443.104 (344/3), alongside Gejuo[10x2.]éo[vc] ib. 216. 

”Аритох)М оос: H? 1623.5 (333/2), ос ib. 124, 179, etc. 

Zoqoxévovc: II? 1672.191 (329/8)*, MotpoxA£iovg ib. 210. 

Catalogs: 

*Avuxdévovs: Il? 1927.16 (post 350), -xAgous ib. 86, 91, 94, 96, 113, 122, 152. 

Поаоидіоу: Il? 2401.13 (post 350). 

Pactionis formulae: 

«20:00: II? 2491.5 (ca. 335-325)". 
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Horos: 
*HoaxA£vov: II? 2611.2 (s. Ша.?). 


Ded.: 

*IeooxAévovc: II? 4931 (init. s. Па.) ded. (priv.). 

Sep. monuments: 

Фобос: II? 11980.2—3 (fin. s. Va.). 

Mexax£ioc: 11? 8491 (fin. s. V a./init. s. IV a.) (L.). 

Чєрохдйс: II? 7614.2 (ante 350), known from Fourmont’s copy only. 

'AgwtoxAé|vvc: BCH 94 (1970) p.912, no.2, lines 1-2, and fig.58 (p.914) (= SEG 
25.256) (ca. 350). 

”Архидёшс: Il? 7836.1 (ca. 350). 

AvoxAévovc: II? 6932.1 (ca. 350). 

Evudévove: Il? 12292.2 (ca. 350). 

Хорихоос: II? 6261.1 (са. 350). 

-X]Aévovc: II? 5854.2 (post 350). 

*Ayadoxdévovs: II? 8550.2 (post 340), "Ayat0xA£0vc bis in II? 8551, sep. mon. for the same 
man (with his brother). 

AnuoxA£vovc: AE 1961 Chronika р. 14, no. 44 (= SEG 21.830) (fin. s. IV a.). 

*Agxixdéioue: 112 7350.2 (s. IV a.). 

Песидбіомс: II? 5655.2 (s. IV a.), IIevovxA£ovc on II? 5654, probably sep. mon. for the same 
man. 

ZXxoatoxAévovc: II? 12177 (s. IVa.). 

”Арютохдаолс: AAA 2 (1969) p.329, no. 1, line 6 (= BCH 94 [1970] p.912, по. 1, and 
fig. 57; SEG 25.255) (fin. s. IVa.).* 

Cf. Авммдёиоу IG Ш.3, по.55.а7 (325/4? cf. Wilhelm, JOAI7 [1904] pp. 107ff.) defixio. 


5) Before є, є, n 


The spellings Séuntat in I? 110.16 (the ІС II? text is wrong) (363/2) decree (L.), 
and étai, лрообел(тол in 112 463.43, 48-49 (307/6) decree (L.) (alongside 
endli ib. 50-51, Séntar ib. 88; 6|ёюу(тал| ib. 111; ёбу ib. 43, 48; áuq]|uóéac 
ib. 77-78; лофоас ib. 73) remain isolated, and are particularly surprising in these 
texts with no other cases of EI for £/.. V. lota was certainly not normal in this word, 
cf. ёбу та бег. 1292.46 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); бестоһ (probably = бетта) 
12 113.515 (са. 410), дєть 1121.22 (403/2) decrees; 1I? 1237.47 (396/5) decree 
(phratry); Sénrat 11279.13 (ante 378/7), II? 109.b 15 (363/2), 12 141.9 (376—360), 
II? 226.14 (са. 343/2), II? 463 (cf. supra), лоообетр II? 204.66 (352/1) decrees; Sén. 
Hesperia 7 (1938) pp: 1ff., no. 1, line 54 (363/2) decree (genos); etc. Perhaps бёйиүсол 
arose on the analogy of бекоутоц; for an example of dévwvtat, cf. по.3 c supra. 

Other cases of EI for ё/.. 6, т occur in certain demotics in -evc, usually in the 
nominative plural. Many of these demotics are variants for other more frequent types 
(e.g. in -йбєм), and there are often very few attestations in the nominative plural, 
making evaluation of the cases difficult. It seems certain that there was some con- 
fusion in these demotic types not caused by purely phonological factors (cf. Mor- 
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phology). Where the demotic normally ended in -єйс, the appearance of forms in 
-єлєОс is probably not EI for є/. -М, but due to an extension of the -eteóc suffix normal 
in АхЕХекесбс, etc. Thus @npaxereds іп 112 338.6 (333/2) decree, is a rare variant in 
-&£óc for npaxeóc (@npaxeevs is not known); so also Bateiñg іп Hesperia 30 
(1961) pp. 30ff., line 103 (336/5) cat., for the usual Bateúg (e.g. Batijs, Ватеїс), and 
*ExaAeujg II? 1742.87 (370/69?) pryt. cat., but usually "Екадєйс. These examples 
seem too late in date to be cases of ап uncontracted nominative plural in -eng with 
EI for е/. т), especially in view of the comparative rarity of EI for ғ/ т). (For Фпра- 
хедс, Baxeóc, “ЕхаХефс, cf. 16.0212, no. 6, p. 308 infra). 

We may now turn to demotics like *AAwmexevet¢, which clearly does not have EI 
for £/.— V, because it is normally spelled -ereúg in the fifth century; rarely it appears as 
“Ахолехевдс (with loss of intervocalic v as іп АехеЛееус, etc.). 'AuaEavtewóc is а 
rare variant for 'AyaEavteóc (“АнаЕаутеедс happens not to be attested), whose 
nominative plural 'AuaEavtewig occurs іп a catalog dated ca. 360—340, cf. II? 
2377.27 (cf. p.307 infra). *Ayouhetiic in Hesperia 11 (1942) p.231, no.43, line 28 
(367/6) pryt. cat. is probably not 'AygvAefi with EI for ¢/__n, but the same type of 
nom. plural from a rare variant in -eweúç (usually "АүооХ4үдеу like "Алолехйдеу, 
Ватйдеу, etc., cf. Indices to IG I? p. 325; to IG II p.74; to IG ILS p.331). “АүооХеЙс 
in 12 398.3 (408/7) pryt. cat. does not weaken these arguments, for it might be, because 
of the early date, ап uncontracted nominative plural from 'AyovAec, or it could 
be like ЛехеХйс for Aexedetijs, i.e. from "АүочХғіедс. It is easier to take "Аууєдецйс 
in II? 1751.30 (post 350) pryt. cat. as the nom. plural of "Аүүгдеіе0с; and "АүүгХеес 
(= "Аүүелекіс, less likely "AyyeAééc, but certainly not 'AyyeXetjc) in REG 73 (1960) 
p.88, line 28 (cf. SEG 23.87) (са. 390—375) pryt. cat. as related to 'AyyeXeviis in the 
same way as AexeAefjc to AexeAevijs or ПАодейс to ПАоудецфс, etc. (the usual form 
of the demotic is 'AyyeXfiüev, for which "AyyeAe()eóc and "АүүеХефс were rare 
variants) than to assume ’Ayyedetijs is for "Аууєдейс with EI for є. (For "АМоле- 
хе(/с0с, "'AuaEavc(eueóc, "Ayyed(evjets, "AyovX(eueOc, cf. 16.021а, no.6, p.307 
infra). 

There are left two possible cases of EI for €/—V in these demotics. The nom. 
plural IKAPIEIE occurs in a cat. of diaitetai dated by the name of the archon to 
325/4 B.C., cf. II? 1926.38 (L.). In this text the final syllable is almost certainly -Ес 
and there are several demotics with -EÈ as nom. plural of -єбс, e.g. Aaprtoéec, 
"Еоушес, КоМалєс, 'Axaovéec, etc., which look like formations in -Єєс back from 
the accusative plural in -éag (cf. Morphology). А variant “хаоивьефс almost certainly 
did not exist (cf. 16.0212, p.308 infra), and -EIEZ is probably for -ЕЕХ here. 
Whether it is a true case of EI for ғ/__У or just due to confusion of demotic types is 
uncertain: there are no other cases of EI for ¢/_V in this text and in it nearby are 
Ашюрекс (not from Avopeóc, which is too rare, but from Ліюре()є0с? cf. 16.021, 
no.2, p.305 infra) and ID.o8éegc (line 45, probably from ПАвбебс with -Есс as in 
Марлтобес, etc., or from ПАюбеедс, cf. 16.021а, no.4, p.306 infra). The other 
case is KOAAYTEIEZ, occurring in a pryt. cat. dated by the name of the archon to 
341/0 B.C., cf. II? 1749.38. There are no demotics of the Лаџлтоёєс type in this text, 
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which has late instances of E for [e] (cf. лротбуес, ‘Eotunés, 'Otovvéc, cf. 9.013, 
no.2, p.189 infra), and the spelling should probably be interpreted as Ko)Avtei£c. 
For ЕІ for ¢/__V to be involved one would have to assume a variant KoAAvteets; in 
view of the rarity of EI for ¢/__e-vowel it is easier to assume a variant KoAAvtevetc 
(like the rare Өтцех йс, Ватеейс, etc., cf. 16.021a, no.6, рр.307-308 
infra) or to explain the form as due to confusion of demotic types (note "Ерикеєїс 
ib. 46, Avoyueteic ib. 70), although EI for є/ У does occur in the text (cf. Муцоі- 
0&vov, AuuoxA£&uoc, cf. nos. 4c, 4d supra; perhaps Плавні is for ПЛобеа, cf. no. 1k 
supra) (L., all readings in II? 1749). For these demotics in -£óc, cf. Morphology. 


8.00 The vowel 


For 1-0, cf. 6.04; тү for &/. V, 9.031; n— v, 14.04; т for £/- Баск vowel, 7.02; n~n 
22.00; EI — HI, 23.00; H= |Һ|--Н- (є! in Attic script, cf. 1.021. 


8.01 Confusion of and є 


Spellings in which H appears for є, or E for 1, occur sporadically in Attic inscrip- 
tions at all periods. The evaluation of the examples is not always an easy matter. The 
relationship of тү and є is more complicated than that of o and о, for whereas o and 
w fell together by Roman times, n and є underwent separate developments. 

The first period of examples comprises the late fifth and early fourth centuries B. C. 
when the Ionic script was introduced into Attica. Such instances of Н for є and E for 
n as occur in this period might naturally be referred to hesitation about the use of the 
Ionic alphabet. In fact there are scarcely any examples in this period in public texts. 
What one does find is an incursion of Н = (є) in texts in the Attic script from ca. 
450 B.C. on (cf. 2.021 supra) and a few cases of БІ = nu in texts in Ionic script, 
probably to be explained on phonetic grounds (cf. 23.00, pp.368—369 infra). 
In the first texts after 403 there are scarcely any cases of E for т: а phratry decree with 
1с and a few dedications аге the only exceptions (cf. 2.04, nos. 1—6, p.51 supra). 
In the private texts there is trace of a greater confusion before and after 403 B. C., but 
these can rarely be dated, and this very hesitation between H and Е = [e] is often the 
only criterion used for assigning them to the later fifth century or to the period ca. 
410—390. To judge from the dipinti the period of the greatest confusion about the 
values of H and E in the Ionic script is ca. 460—430. Quite arbitrarily the date ca. 
370 В. С. has been chosen as the cut-off point for this period of alphabetic confusion, 
which would of course make it impossible to isolate any cases of true phonetic con- 
fusion of the two sounds; thus cases of H — E in texts which are likely to be earlier 
than ca. 370 will be found in 2.04, p.49 supra. 

In the period after ca. 370 examples of confusion of H and E remain rare and are 
normally confined to fairly crude texts such as sep. monuments and defixiones. The 
reason for this rarity is presumably the open quality of the т| in comparison to the 
closer quality of & [е] and the short vowel є. Thus we find that the name of epsilon 
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in the alphabet at this time is ei, cf. II? 1496.223 (334/3-331/0) inv. and Plato's 
Cratylus 426c, 437a (in 393d E represents the actual letter, not its name). Thus if 
there was to be confusion of long and short e-vowels, the confusion to be expected 
would be E and EI, & being the long equivalent of є. The widespread confusion of 
є and ти after 350 B.C. is a development separate from that of simple є and т (cf. 
23.00, pp. 368 ff. infra). 

But as т) eventually became identical with 1 [i], i.e. became closer (in some en- 
vironments ап [і:] pronunciation of ў was probably in existence in Attica by the later 
Roman Period, at least as substandard, cf. 8.02), while the short e-vowel and monoph- 
thongized a fell together (in the Roman Period, cf. 15.013), i.e. є probably became 
more open in quality, the two sounds є and т probably came to be more like each 
other in quality in the course of these developments. Sturtevant (p.39) has diagrammed 
this process as follows: 


li] [e] [e] (а?) 


1 Е 7 а 


(і) [е] 


1, 1 €, QL 


The scattered examples of £— of the Hellenistic Period, chiefly on private texts, 
probably indicate the beginning of these developments, and are comparable to those 
of o~w in the same period (cf. 12.011). Examples also occur on public documents, 
but there are usually special circumstances. The text may exhibit many orthographical 
anomalies, the possibility of morphological confusion may be present, or the example 
may be of a type like ávé8nxnv, "АХолехібеу, etc., when it is difficult to decide if 
true vowel assimilation is involved or mere graphic errors. А good example of actual 
hesitation about quantity can be seen in a decree of 140/39, with both E for т, and 
O for w (no. 31 infra). Cf. also nos.9—11, 14-15, 17, 27, and 28. 

In early Roman times further developments are taking place. There is first the 
development of vowel isochrony (cf. 25.00 infra), and 1) and е must have become very 
similar at this time. Such similarity probably explains the occasional confusion of the 
two letters in Roman times (cf. nos. 35-51 infra). In nos. 50—51 may be seen the use 
of H for Latin 6, where it was a rare variant for E in most lexical items. But no com- 
plete identity of ў and є like that of o and о was reached, for n was already becoming 
closer and eventually became identical with 1. Examples of H for eV. У and for 
e/__back vowel are largely confined to earlier Roman times (cf. 9.031 infra; 7.02 
supra), and after ca. 150 A.D. cases of confusion of v and п become increasingly 
frequent (cf. 8.02 infra). The latter are never very common and are usually in fairly 
crude texts, which may indicate such a pronunciation of eta as [i] was substandard. 
There are still a few cases of confusion of є and п in later Roman times (cf. nos.35, 
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37—38, 42—43, 45, 50 infra), which presumably indicates that some persons main- 
tained 1 as an e-vowel. There is a similar overlap in the date of n~e and y~1 in the 
papyri (cf. Gignac, pp. 242—243). 

For € in Latin lectus (cf. A. Ernout, Morpbologie bistorique du Latin [Paris, 1953] 
p.224) H is normal, cf. Anxtóc іп II? 8358 а (in add.) (s. I/III p.) sep. mon. 

With the identity of € and at (cf. 15.013), the possibility of a confusion between 
at (= є) and т arose. This phenomenon remained rare in Attic inscriptions; there are 
some three examples (nos. 52-54 infra). 


For fytéga (e fj ётёра), etc. cf. 33.02. The т of tffovAffümv, etc. is a special type of augment, cf. 
Morphology. 

А frequent confusion of H and E is characteristic of a number of fourth-century defixiones, cf. 
remarks of W. Peek in Kerameikos 3, p.99. It is only rarely that there is much evidence for the 
date of such texts, and such spellings as E for є and O for ov only place a text in the period са. 
400—350. It is chus not easy to tell whether H — E іп defixiones is due to semi-literacy and even 
confusion of two similar sounds, or if it is due to unfamiliarity with the Ionic alphabet. The latter 
may be suspected when a text is of the early fourth century, as in the case of E used twice for fj 
(Н = 16 times al.) in а defixio dated ca. 400 оп the basis of stratigraphy, cf. AM 73 (1958) 
p.97, no.2 (= SEG 21.1093) (cf. p.50 supra), especially as it also has per éxévouv for uec 
éxévow (cf. p.358 infra). So also probably yév, petéga іп GGN 1899, р. 117, no. 18 (s. IVa., 
probably ante 350, cf. р. 25 supra). The fairly consistent use of E, О for EI, OY in the group of 
ІС Ш.3, nos. 70—71, 91 (cf. Robert, Collection Froebner 1, p.15) might allow these texts to 
be put fairly early in the fourth century; хотабїю occurs at least three times іп IG II.3, no. 70 
and "Ноцйу in IG Ш.3, no. 91 (n~t and т — & also occur in one of these texts, cf. р. 165 infra). 
There is also consistent use of O for ov in IG Ш.З, no. 94, which has several cases of H for E and 
E for H; “Абеуайос occurs three times in Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p. 109, no.8, which has O for 
OY; so also vígevn[v], xw|Aetd in IG Ш.3, no. 110.10, 6-7, with consistent use of O for OY 
(not Attic?). But the many cases of confusion of E and H in the lengthy text published in Kera- 
meikos 3, p.97, no.9 must be due to semi-literacy or carelessness, not difficulties with the new 
Ionic script, if this text is really as late as ca. 350: cf. "Еоийу, ‘Equév, tiv, tév, хтоаробйтеу, 
etc. So also later defixiones, cf. e.g. 'Egu£ IG II.3, по.93.а2, a3 (s. IV a.?); ФілонЕуеу IG Ш.3, 
no. 116.6 (s. ГУ а.?); хцбуотаі IG Ш.3, no.65.6 (s. IVa.?); “Ебодуүу IG IIL3, по.54.а4; atès 
ib. no. 79.4; ёфруүбСутол, адтеу, yivno@ar ib. по.90.а2, a3, аб; хатбёторос ib. no. 123.2; 
Ттёоіллос̧, [Е]бао1үпү ib. по. 117.3, 4; кахідтоту ib. no. 46.4; (all dated loosely s. ІУЛПа.); 
etc. Cf. ТОлоїас, BCH 91 (1967) p. 515, no. II (= SEG 24.263) (ca. 350). 

Comparable to the later examples of H~E on defixiones аге 6)PnAiat, Agora 21, p. 10, 
no. B 14 (ca. 300) graffito; perhaps лит хахобоцшуу is for лік хахббацюоу on another graffito, 
Agora 21, p. 54, no. G15 (s. Ша.), although Lang now interprets xin as subjunctive. Note also 
on lead cavalry pinakia from the Ceramicus: @gagupédou АМ 85 (1970) р. 216, no.231 (the 
correct -uńĝov on two others, АМ 85, p.216, поз.229-230); Кефюцёос̧), Кеф(: ос) 
AM 85, p. 232, no. 530; all these pinakia are of the third century B. C. 

The reading Куб(а|Өеуебс stamped on an amphora handle, Deltion 20 (1965) Chronika p. 47 
(= BCH 92 [1968] p.733), must be corrected to Kvó[oo]Oéveuc, as seen Бу L. Robert, who 
recognized the object as Cnidian, cf. REG 82 (1969) p. 451, no. 195. 

The spelling ёлїӨтүшї (= “соуег) is attested on inventories of the fourth century B.C.: II? 
1408.15 (post 385/4), IP. 1424a(in add.).142 (369/8), II? 1440.50 (350/49). Cf. the graffito, 
Agora 21, p. 10, no. B13 (350—300), with Елібфша(та). In Roman times, however, six of the 
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copies of the sepulchral curse-text set ир by Herodes Atticus about 150 A.D. have ёлїӨєцө: 
II? 13188, ІР 13191, ІР 13194-12 13196, II? 13206; only а singlé copy has блівтра: II? 13193. 
A decree (orgeones) of the Hellenistic Period has дубдєца, dvaOépya cf. II? 1324.26, 30 (ca. 
2002). The spellings in -Өғџ- are probably due to the influence of the noun Өёро, as suggested by 
A.S. Henry, cf. CQ n. s. 17 (1967) p.257. 

As the name of the Delian month the spelling Памтнос is attested in an inv., II? 1635.59 (post 
374/3); Пвуерос is not found. 
Lit.: MS? p.19, note 96; p.34, note 184; Lademann р. 116; Sturtevant рр.33-41, Mayser- 
Schmoll pp. 39—41; Gignac pp. 242—249; Strohschein pp. 94 ff. 


Examples (pre-Roman): E for H: 

1) doyvoá ботахосЁү КМ--- II? 1425.295 (368/7) inv. (L.); 

2) "АӨеуобфоа II? 7515.3 (ante 350) sep. mon. (L.); 

3) "ЕМиє, alongside Anpayóga II? 5495 a(in add.) (ca. 350?) sep. mon.; 

4) Аєростобтт IP. 5475 (post 350) зер. шоп. 

5) xoeo[vóc] ІР 12809 (post 350) sep. mon. (L.); 

6) Anpeteta Deltion 23 (1968) Chronika p. 33 (350—300) sep. шоп. 

7) (А1йиетов II? 1183.12 (post 340) decree (deme), pé (= ий) ib. 22, ovveyoofjonw ib. 15, 
uev[óc ib. 36; all certainly copying errors of the stone-cutter, cf. 11.041, 41.03, 42.012 
infra and Kirchner's note in IG II? (L.); 

8) Кефіс: II? 1569.71 (ca. 330—320) inv. (L.); 

9) тб|бе тб ларїүршра ev] оте | є, IP. 1203.18 - 19 (324/3) decree (deme) (L.); 

10) Кубобе(уоледс II? 486.9 (304/3) decree (L.); 

11) B]fjoea. (for Bfjonou 1I? 1588.13 (са. 325—300) inv.; the context makes the restoration 
virtually certain, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) р. 279, no. 32; 

12) Mowoyéves ЇР 11646 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

13) |с ХфетЧіос? 112 1546.7 (init. s. Ша.) inv. (L.); 

14) *A@evatwv IP 793.8 (post 255) decree (L.); 

15) 'AXonex£Oev Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 186, no. 37, line 9 (ca. 150) decree; 

16) Міховебе0с Polemon 5 (1952-53) p.26, no.7 (= SEG 12.201; 112 10015) (s. Па.) sep. 


mon.; 


Doubtful: 
17) *AGevaiow II? 537.3 (fin. s. IV a.?) decree; seen only by Pittakes; 
18) EINAI ТЕЦ[..ЈӨФУІМ = eiva thw [uío]Ocotv 02 2501.18—19 (cf. IG П, no. 1061) 
(fin. s. IV a.) loc.; seen only by Pittakes. 
For éxévia. in II? 1455.25, cf. Notes and Corrections below. 


H for E: 


19) буелууохїүрото Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 14, no. 1, line 18 (367/6) inv. (L.); 

20) "Еоүоийуцс II? 5962 (ca. 350?) sep. mon.; 

21) Афофхос II? 9203.2 (са. 346) sep. mon.; 

22) ёрлеборхойүу (= ёрлғдорхоїєу) Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., line 49 (= Siewert 
pp. 5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou A, pp. 79—87) oath (ephebes); almost 
certainly only a graphic mistake caused by the correctly used дулєбормоїту in line 39; 

23) énnyléyea|nto] Hesperia 25 (1956) p. 101, no. Il, lines 15-16 (= Hesperia 17 [1948] p.33, 
no. 16) (346/5 —336/5) іпу.; 
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24) Xaigeotoóát[n хілфуюу йшофіс (must be acc. sing.) ІР 1514.59 (post 344/3) inv.; 
probably a graphic mistake, as this text is carelessly inscribed; 

25) Мүфттес II? 1544.65 (333/2) inv., perhaps a graphic mistake, cf. A£fmrec ib. 63 (L.); 

26) ауёбӨухүүу И? 4633.3 (s. IV a.) ded. (priv.); 

27) ёлертдл 01 IP. 1263.8 (300/299) decree (thiasotai); 

28) xoo|nbo(av Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 287, no. 182, lines 30—31 (271/0) decree; 

29) ávé8nxn AJA 66 (1962) p.275 (= SEG 22.165) (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.); 

30) Anxedéws, Ejùuńver Hesperia, suppl. 9 (1951) p.26, add. IIb (164/3? an earlier date of 
260 B. C. has also been suggested, cf. Hesperia 12 [1943] р. 163) horos; 

31) fjv (= Еу) Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 17, no. 9, line 16 (140/39) decree (L.); 
also has бу for фу, cf. 12.011, no. 14, p.225 infra; 

32) "Екадіївтм II? 1960.21 (= Hesperia 24 (1955) pp. 220ff., line 185) (127/6) decree (L.); 

33) дмевтрауу 02 4926 a(in add.) (s. Па.) ded. (priv.). 


Doubtful: 
34) TEPHN HN = теоеу” бу Hesperia 16 (1947) p.287, no. 1, line 3 (= 24321 + new fr.) 
(ante 350) ded. (priv.); perhaps a misreading of Wheler, the only witness to this part of the 
text. 


Notes and Corrections: 


In II? 7875 (= ІСП, no.2731) read ісотеХік, not LootnAfis (Kirchner). The very worn con- 
dition of the stone makes verification of the reading EXENIA for буду impossible in the inv., 
12 1455.25 (340/39), perhaps: EX[H]NIA (L.); this same text has the clumsy metathesis 
ХНХЕМАХМЕМОМ for otom- іп ib. 7 (L.), clearly a graphic mistake; another is ib. 16, cf. 
ХНУЛМАХМЕМА (now illegible). In II? 1424 (іп add.).44 read [el]JAvxtijees, not [el ]JAuxt ges 
(L.). 

In 11? 1428.208 (in add.; = ІІ? 1428.172 in text) read лб, not n£A[nE] for ning, cf. IP 
1424a(in add.).328. The spelling ХПЕРГУРОМЕМОХ (елтоүчоореуос?), in II? 1652.14 
(334/3) inv., may be due to conflation of éxagy- and блару-, if the reading is right (known 
only from Fourmont); ózxagyvoóo would, however, also be possible, although it remains un- 
certain whether Fourmont's YIIEP- is correct or his misreading of YIIHP-. The spelling 
НЛӨОМТЕХ іп the inv., II? 1672.297 (329/8), is due to conflation of of £A8óvreg and ої 7jA6ov. 


Roman Period: 
E for H: 
35) Мєтоофбутс II? 1799.18 (ca. 198 p.) pryt. cat.; 
36) Aevatov II? 7649 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); 
37) Мвүуес 12 2226.62 (ca. 218/9 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
38) “АовхХелійбтс Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 321, no. 13, line 27 (ca. 205 р.) pryt. cat.; 
39) Моос II? 9752 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); 
40) Ме/еоо IP 9483 (aet. Rom.) зер. mon. (L.). 


Doubtful: 
41) Едфероу II? 2053.1 (145/6р.) eph. cat.; 
42) Mevoyévnc IP? 2118.4 (180/1— 191/2p.) eph. cat.; 
43) Еіоємаїос II? 2111/12.50 (182/3—190/1 p.) eph. cat.; 
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44) 666, софісу, toui£ovov II? 10193 (s. Пр.?) sep. mon. in verse (metre demands т in all three 
places) known only from a very poor copy; 

45) тобуєха бе xat II? 3669.18 (ca. 269 —70 p.) ded., sense and metre demand 5%; 

46) *EgaxAsürus II? 8685.3 (date?) sep. топ. 

47) Teuvíx[nc] II? 10445.3 (date? not much later than the destruction of Тїруос in the first 
century A.D., cf. Pausanias 5.13.7) sep. mon.; has I for 1 in "Алес cf. 8.02, no.18, 
p.168 infra. For Typvitns, cf. 0? 1031.8 (= part of II? 1006, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] 
pp. 185 ff.) (122/1). 


H for E: 
48) Атрфіс II? 11052 (fin. s. Ia.) sep. mon. (L.); 
49) хат for хайое II? 12408 (fin. s. 1a./init. s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.); 
50) Моонфоһос (P is certain; definitely not Novyfiv[voc) II? 1832.25 (са. 231/2р.) pryt. cat. (L.). 


Doubtful: 
51) Bangos 12 6852 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon. 


H for AI (= [e]: 
52) Ебхтоос II? 1073.16 (ca. 120p.) (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.193, по. 121; AJP 70 
[1949] pp. 299 ff.) decree (L.); for Ебхоцоос, cf. e. р. II? 2017.37; 


53) үзутр IP 13218.7 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon. (a search for this text in the apotheke of the 
Piraeus museum in summer 1970 proved fruitless); 


Doubtful: 
54) *Avaxnets II? 5643 (date?) sep. mon. 


For a possible case of Фаіотос for Ффотос, cf. 19.00e, p.345 infra. For an isolated case of 
Өзшүт&бтс for Əvpartáðng in the second century B.C., cf. p. 296 infra. 


Notes and Corrections: 


12 844/845 В dates either to the end of the fifth or the beginning of the fourth century B.C., and 
thus belongs with the examples in 2.04, pp. 49—51 supra; ’A@evatat occurs in line 11. 


In II? 2068.14 (= ІС Ш, no. 1122) read: "ExAextoc (L.); in 1I? 2044.66 (= IG Ш, no. 1112) 
read: "Нуєшфу (Kirchner); in Il? 2090.4 (= IG Ш, no. 1132) read: ФоХцоёос (L.), cf. BCH 51 
(1927) p.310; іп II? 9828 (= ІС Ш, no.2775) read: MtAnota (Kirchner), I could read only 
MifAnlgta (L.); іп 12 5388 (= IG НІ, по. 1524) read: "Hoo&ótov (cf. IG IP); іп IP? 1075.16 
(= IG Ш, no. 7) стійло is genitive singular, not dative plural; in II? 8395.8 (= ІС Ш, no. 1379) 
EN should be interpreted as £v, not as «ру (cf. IG IP); in II? 2105.15 (= IG III, no. 1141) read: 
“Нүевфу (L.). 

The variation Teounootóc ~ Тєррєооєос (codd. have Тєрито-) occurs in inscriptions. The local 
form was clearly Teounooeóc: cf. many examples on inscriptions from this district, TAM 3.1, 
Indices p.341 (only one case of Tegueooeús); cf. also SEG 17.634 (Pamphylia); 18.570 (Lycia). 
But in Attica Тєррєооєбс was apparently normal, cf. II? 1028.146 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) 
decree; II? 8734 (s. Іа.), II? 10440 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; Teoumooeós once, cf. II? 10441 
(s. VII p.) sep. mon. The Тєррєооєос spelling seems also to have been preferred at Rhodes, e.g. 
ІС XIL1, no.385; no. 544; C.Blinkenberg, Lindos, Fouilles et Recherches 1902-14, 2 (Berlin/ 
Copenhagen, 1941) p. 56, no. 89; p. 490, no. 143; etc. (After references of V. Schmidt). 
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8.02 Confusion of ņ and ı 


For Н for є before vowels, cf. 9.031. 


Examples of п — are exceedingly rare in Attic inscriptions before са. 150 A.D., and 
the cases on stone monuments are largely found in sepulchral texts. That [г] and (є) 
could be confused by the semi-literate is reasonable enough, and H —I is found in 
other crude texts. Thus I for т occurs on a number of unpublished slates found in 
Plato’s Academy, probably those of school-boys, e.g. 'A8wà, Aos, Амоодбёус, cf. 
BCH 83 (1959) pp.579, 582, plate 14 (p.581) (— А/А 63 [1959] рр.279-280; SEG 
19.37) (fin. s. Va.). The best explanation for these spellings is the boys’ incomplete 
mastery of the alphabet. The sounds of т and ї may have been close enough to confuse 
them in using the letters for them (E, I) or they may not even have mastered the 
technique of writing the letter in question. 


А few cases of I for (Е | on vases are probably a letter left incomplete, where the I is even the 
correct reading. Cf. ГРАГІ for Гарүёсиос, scratched оп an ostracon of the 4405 B. C., Hesperia, 
suppl. 5 (1941) p. 144, no. 39 (cf. fig. 71, p. 143). 


Convincing examples of 1 — are absent from the defixiones for the most part, but 
the occurrence side by side оп опе text of халту\їоу (3 times), xannàña, xaxmAfjov 
shows that I = [г] and Н = [e] were not too far apart to be confused by the ignorant, 
cf. Robert, Collection Froebner 1, p.14 (400—350? probably init. s. IVa.; cf. p.170 
infra; p.161 supra) Неге the correct spelling is халт\ғїоу (cf. Robert, op.cit. 
p. 15, note 2 with lit.), and there is thus confusion of EI= [e] with Н and I. For 
холтркіоу in these texts, cf. IG IIL3, по.87 (400-3502), which shows an unusually 
high standard of orthography for а defixio. Cf. 'Agnovot[£Anc, graffito on a late 
fifth-century sherd, Agora 21, p.21, no. D42. 

Confusion of тү and t in inscriptions on stone is extremely rare before са. 150 A.D. 
Of the three public texts in which the instances of 1 ~ t are certain two involve cases 
in which the adjacent syllable has the same vowel, e.g. Novpivía, for Nouumvías, 
{отүттүтйо@ for {оилүсйо\@ (nos.2, 6 infra), where it is hard to say if true vowel 
assimilation is involved or mere copying mistakes; this type of thing also accounts for 
three of the certain instances on private texts (nos.3, 8—9). The third public text 
probably shows influence of émupéderva on ёлїңєМмүтє(а to produce emipederter@v 
(no.5 infra). Three sep. monuments of foreign persons show feminine ethnics in -ng 
instead of -t¢, a spelling found later, but certainly not Attic in the Hellenistic Period. 
The remaining examples are all quite doubtful, depending either on early copies or 
doubtful readings and restorations (nos. 10-18). 


On a sep. monument of the second century B.C. on which are depicted a seated woman and 
two men the text reads: JEBIZ A[(]ovoc ёх Өо[---, cf. Polemon 6 (1956—57) Symmeikta p.41, 
no. 10 (= SEG 17.99). This has been read as КЕВіс (і. е. КЕис) etc., but the figures depicted and 
especially the form of the demotic ёх @g[tactwv suggest that JEBIZ is the end of a woman's 
name: perhaps a feminine name Едоефіс corresponding to the masculine name ЕбоёВис is пос 
impossible. The éx in the text makes it fairly certain that the demotic is the correct restoration 
and not some ethnic in ӨӨГ-. 
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About the middle of the second century A.D. there is more evidence for т) pro- 
nounced as ї |і") (by this time spelled I or EI, cf. 9.023). Thus the masc. personal name 
earlier spelled Харбоос, e.g. II? 1951.19, 20 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat.; II? 1926.7 
(325/4) cat., appears in eph. catalogs as Xagfjotog (nos. 23, 27) or Xagsíavoc, e.g. 
12 2065.119 (150/1 p.), II? 2067.173 (154/5 р.), 12 2132.66 (ca. 192/3 p.); П21774.14 
(167/8p.) pryt. cat. (L.). For the conjunction fj two copies of the sep. curse-text set up 
by Herodes Atticus са. 150 A.D. have ї; another has petaxetvijoets for дєтахегу Ор, 
which may also be evidence for т = (1 (nos. 19—21). It is possible that the spelling 
fj for ў el in the regulations of the Iobacchi, II? 1368.51 (ca. 162/3 p.), is additional 
evidence for 1|--1, for the omission of the el would be easier to explain if it were 
homophonous with fj. The use of H for & before vowels largely ceases by the end of 
the first с. A.D., and occasional examples of I for et here indicate that є, had gone to 
[i] in this environment also by this time; thus a ded. of the mid-third c. A.D. with 
festivals in -ņa and -sta alongside each other may be evidence of n=1 (no.32, cf. 
9.031). 

Examples, however, of (—Vt remain very rare and are usually found only on 
sep. monuments, often those of very late date and exhibiting crude orthography (cf. 
nos. 22, 36-37/8, 49; also nos. 29—30, defixiones). On eph. catalogs the only other 
certain case besides the two examples of Xagfjotoc cited supra is Міхирбоос (no. 31). 
А high'proportion of the examples are known only from early copies and are thus 
doubtful. In four instances -ng occurs for -ıç in fem. ethnics or personal names (nos.25, 
45 —47), also attested three times in pre-Roman texts (nos. 1, 4, 7), all sep. monuments 
of foreigners. This use of -ng is hard to account for; probably it is just a simple con- 
fusion of e.g. “НоахХефтцс and 'HooxAtcóru due to carelessness. There is one certain 
Attic example: "EEwvis (no.26). А case of Begvynxndns on a pryt. cat. is doubtful 
(no. 39). 

Ptolemaic papyri, often offering evidence of sound changes well in advance of Attic texts, 
offer very few examples of interchanges between 1) and v or et; such examples as do occur do not 
look as though they are due to the development of т to Т, cf. Mayser-Schmoll, pp. 49—53. Even 
in the period after 150 A.D. the paucity of examples and the type of monument on which they 
occur make it not impossible that the pronunciation of т as [i] was substandard at Athens, 
although the conservatism of the orthography must be taken into account. There is evidence 
that in the speech of the educated at Constantinople ү and i were still distinguished in the 
fourth c. A.D.; at least in the Gothic translation of the Bible т and i are distinguished in foreign 
words like Israel. In some environments the distinction between the two vowels has been main- 
tained until the present day in Pontic Greek. Cf. Sturtevant p. 38. Occasional confusion of 1 and 
є even in later Roman times also suggests that 1 was maintained as an e-vowel by some speakers 


(cf. 8.01 supra). т) and « or et are frequently confused in papyri of Roman times, cf. Gignac (in 
Lit. infra). 


Attic spellings are: 
анаБірломс: II? 1673.42 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv. 
yevorprouc, үешюүрхдбиора: II? 463.51, 63, 114 (307/6) decree. 
МеХдооубоос: II? 1619.28 (post 358/7) inv. 
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орд ут: 12 280.86 (422/1), I? 282.122—123 (420/19), P 283.139 (419/8), II? 1388.75 (398/7), 
Il? 1394.10 (init. s. IVa.), IP 1424a(in add.).337 (369/8), II? 1425.270 (368/7), II? 1428 (in 
add.).139 (367/6) inventories; etc. 


Хаинуйтам Cf. Zouvévat 12 63.90 (= ATL 2, no. A9) (425/4) decree (in trib. list appended at 
end); Zvuvé[vav 12 223.11 (= ATL 2, no.33; Hesperia 41 [1972] pp.418ff.) (418/7) trib. list; 
Zvuvijtav ІІ? 43.B31 (378/7) decree. So also in Solon fr.2, cf. critical note to fr.2, M.L. West, 
Iambi et elegi graeci 2 (Oxford, 1972), p. 120. 

Attic texts keep vfj9 and т(тӨү distinct. A crude sep. monument of the fourth century В.С. 
has ТПТӨН with no trace of a crossbar between the second and third letters, cf. II? 12816 (L.); 
probably an inept dittography: xí (1) v6. 

Tý: e.g. II? 1534B.229 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv ; 11? 2363.35 (са. 100) cat. Cf. 0606 on 
vases (cf. 38.0211 a infra). 

тітбту: e.g. П2 12387 (init. s. IVa.), II? 12812 (390—365), IP 12815, II? 12813, II? 9112 (all 
са. 350), П2 12996 (365-340), 12 7873, II? 10843, II? 12242 (all post 350), II? 13065 (340— 
317), II? 9271 (s. Ша.), II? 12330 (5. Ш/Па.), II? 11084 (s. ПЛа.), II? 9079 (s. ПЛа.), I1? 12682 
(s. Ia.), П2 5514 (s. Ip.) sep. monuments; etc. For те(тӨт, cf. 9.022, no. 11, p.196 infra. For 
-10-, cf. p. 545 infra. 

For the demotic Тфістібдтс a variant “Нфауотиабтс (due to false etymological connection 
with "Hqatotoc) is attested as early as the fourth century B. C. and continues to occur into the 
Roman Period. The original spelling is always more frequent and also appears in the catalog of 
deme names, II? 2362 (ca. 200). Іфістиадтс (sometimes Elqvotusón with EI for (11): Р 1063 
(са. 450) sep. mon.; I? 343.77 (443/2); ГПіфтіббес Р 370.3 (421/0—416/5); Ii? 1436.7 
(349/8), inventories; II? 2409.63 (330/29, cf. SEG 16.145) cat.; II? 6300 (s. IV a.), II? 6296 (post 
300) "Ig[iox]u&ónc, sep. monuments; II? 1304.52 (post 211/0) decree (troops); II? 2362.59 (ca. 
200) cat.; 126301 (init. s. Па.) sep. mon.; ІІ? 1940.36 (130—120) cat.; Il? 1009.102—106 
(116/5), II? 1011.93, 94 (106/5) decrees; II? 6298 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 2338.42 (27/6—18/7) 
сас; II? 2049.77 (142/3p.) (L.), II2 2050.91 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. catalogs; II? 6299 
(ante 150p.) sep. mon.; II? 2107.28, 29 (paulo ante 180 p.), II? 2122.31, 33 (paulo ante 190 p.), 
122272.13 (date?) eph. catalogs; [I]pwcuáómg 126297 (date?) sep. mon.; “Ipevo(tddys) 
II? 2068.28 (155/6p.) eph. cat. (L.); "Ефитийётс (probably for Е фьютий түс, with EI for v with 
careless omission of the I, cf. 7.0111с, no.11, p.139 supra) Ta Atbenaika 21 (1962) p.31, 
no.3 (= SEG 21.865) (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. "Hqouwtvwáóng: IP 1558.61 (са. 330—320) inv. (L.); 
cf. "Нефіаютабіу I? 1570.82 (са. 330-320) inv.; 12 2193.83, 84 (198/9—205/6p., cf. 
Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. (L.); "Нф(олотийдус): 02 2194.26 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat., Hig] 
ib. 25. 'H[q]vowwáeng (conflation of the two spellings): II? 2292.43 (post 45/6 р.) cat. 

The spelling Zxwxíovog is found in the ded., II? 3303.6 (132 p.); the other Greek transcriptions 
of Scipio (Хжхтүлішу, Xxewtiwv) are not attested in Attica. Normally Latin Є was transcribed as 
т, e.g. Syvaouov, HALE, Кооуірмос, etc. (cf Indices to IG III); exceptional are nos.28 (ev 
vágua) and 42 (AvoxArtiavés) infra; cf. also Anxtéc, р. 161 supra. 

For Elgeotdns ~ "Hoco(ónc, cf. 8.03 infra. 

Lit: MS? p.19, note 94; Lademann p.115; Mayser-Schmoll pp.49—53; Sturtevant p.38; 
Gignac pp. 235 — 242; Strohschein pp. 105 ff. 


Examples: Before 150 A. D.: 
1) "Еліхаєто (= "Еліхадіс) Молока II? 9579 (post 317/6) sep. mon.; 


2) Novpivia II? 2499.24 (306/5) loc. (orgeones), alongside Novynviar ib. 22; these are the 
readings of all early observers of the stone, now too worn to permit any confirmation (L.); 
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3) Avooxovoíbu IP 11196 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; probably graphic mistake, cf. XAIPZ for yaige 
in ib. 3 (L.); 

4) 'ABovAAsc... “Новхд. бус I? 8548 a (іп add. nova) (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.).; 

5) елцидеітейу 12 1338.30 (78/7) decree (synodos of technitai), the normal énpeAnteiag 
ib. 42; énweAevxeu)v probably shows influence of ésupéAeva оп Елцдедлтегіс (L.); 

6) lommthga II? 1043.8 (38/7) decree; the spelling is due to a sort of crude assimilation; for 
another example cf. Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library at Man- 
chester no. 77.37 (s. Пр.): Готүг юү (L.); 

7) "Ноайс'Аухурамі) II? 7903 a (in add. nova) (s. Ia.) sep. шоп. 

8) Mn fjatoc II? 9843.3 (s. I a./s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

9) 'Exaqoóón[ros II? 10370.1 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 


Doubtful: 


10) тїр фуд IP 1141.9 (376/5) decree (tribe); seen only Бу Fourmont; 

11) APA®INIOI (= *Agagiot) ЇЇ 1747.30 (cf. IG II no. 870) (343/22) pryt. сас; METAAIZ 
(= МеүохХ%с) ib. 36; seen only Бу Fourmont; 

12) ӨҮЛІМІ IP 1514.13 (post 344/3) inv.; some sort of a copying error for Gvaívn? cf. 
AAPHN (= Хофйу) ib. 23; cf. no. 13; 

13) OYAL.]NI ЇЇ? 1515.7 (post 345/4) inv., for @vatvn?; cf. no. 12 (L.); 

14) Pujorov II? 6767.1 (s. IV а.) sep. mon.; has Maga90v(ov ibid.; seen only by Fourmont; 

15) ?A8HN]LXIN doubtfully restored as “АӨйу|кяу II? 435.14 (post 336/5) decree; if inter- 
pretation is correct, probably just a copying error, cf. ПОЛТТОМ for ходллбуу іп ib. 3; 

16) Mviargõv II? 12168 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

17) Палеес II? 7124.5 (late Hellenistic?) sep. mon.; seen only by Pittakes; 

18) "Але іс 12 10445 (date? not much later than the destruction of Тйиуос in the first 
century A.D., cf. Pausanias 5.13.7) sep. mon.; has E for Н in Тєрубсцс cf. 8.01, no. 47, 
p. 164 supra; seen only by Fourmont. 


Notes and Corrections: 


ХРІМАТА in I? 10.35 (453/2, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.89, no. 40) decree, occurs in a text with so 
many oddities it can only be due to Fauvel's inability to decipher the very worn stone. 

The feminine personal name 'Hoívn in II? 11494.2 (410-390) sep. mon., is probably not for 
Еіоїут, cf. 8.03, p. 171 infra. 

The II of Ati has been accidentally crossed to make AH in a lex sacra, 12 844/845 В.9 (= Soko- 
lowski, Lois? p. 32, no. 16) (fin. s. V a./init. s. IV a.); a purely graphic error. In I? 11375.2 (= IG 
П, no. 3682) read ХРНУ[, not ХРІХ| (L.); in 12 1191.24 (= IG П.5, no. 574e) read Svaxeretoas, 
not draxerojoac; in П22501.15 (= ІСП, no.1061) ]IOIITIOIZH[ is not likely to be for 
Аһоле(Өтеті; in 12 5501.7 (= IG II, по. 1791) read [M]vnoo[o]xtón, not [M]vnoa[o]x(óu; in 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 287, no. 56, line 23 (= 12 791 + new fr.) read: othe (L.); in II? 10279.1 
(= IG II, no.3322) it is preferable to follow Pittakes and read "Елихоаліс, rather than Lolling, 
who reads “Елкхоотйс; in I1? 2498.9 (= IG І, no. 1059) YAIN was carved for lAwv, not 6Anv, 
cf. 26.03, p.391 infra; in IP 2318.205 (= ІСП, no.971.c12) read: Evyyéms Madan: 
&xo[ofryeu]; in II? 1996.130 (= IG III, no. 1091) read: Атүшїүсо1ос (L.); іп II? 11316 (= Hesperia3 
[1934] p.110, по.171) read: ‘Egpailoxos (cf. 15.0128g, p.289 infra) (L.). The КІЛНСАХ 
or КІЛІНАХ on a sep. mon., Hesperia 30 (1961) р.279, по. 138 (s. ГУ/Ша.), is too uncertain 
to be taken as an instance of Н = 1. In 12 3548 a(in add.).7 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p.72, no. 70) 
(s. Ip.) ded., THB is probably for TnBavóc (Tebanus), not Тус (Tiberius) or ТєВёрюс (cf. 
7.0112, no. 1, p. 140 supra). 
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Ca. 150 A.D. and later: 


19)-20) I (= й) II? 13195.26, ІІ? 13202.8 (L.) (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-texts set up by Herodes 
Atticus. The full context is actually: ЕТЕРОІГМОМНУ i.e. ётёро fj yvmpns. Thus the 
iota could be interpreted as going with œ, with an accidental omission of fj: étégan «р 

‘vans. But this seems much less likely than taking the iota as for fj, since these two texts, 

as well as this whole group of texts (II? 13188--П? 13208), virtually always avoid the use of 

iota in nu, w (cf. 22.022, p. 364 infra). Cf. the next item; 

guexa|[xervfj]oew 12 13196.5 —6 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus; the 

correct ueraxeufjops in all the other copies (cf. II? 13188 ff.). This is less likely to be due to 

morphological confusion of -ng and -ew than to confusion of the sounds of т) and v (cf. 
nos. 19—20 supra); 

22) H (= el) Ш 13216.C 1 (ca. s. Пр.) sep. curses; 

23) Xagfjovoc II? 2097.207 (169/70р.) eph. cat. (L.); 

24) Enànvóg II? 7083 (ca. 200p., cf. AM 67 [1942] p.226, no. 34) sep. mon.; perhaps a kind of 
assimilation. The stone is lost, but the text is known from two independent early copies 
which agree in the reading; 

25) "Аутиохйс Agora 17, p.95, no.415 (= 1128132) (s. І/Шр.) sep. mon.; Афотрайс is 
certainly a fem. name of the 0с type, hence 'Avtwoxfis = "Avtvoxíc; 

26) “ЕЕшуйс (i.e. АГ ус) II? 5428.3 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. (L.); 

27) Xagnotov II? 2199.58 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

28) бєгудоша II? 13220.2 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; Syvagquov would be expected, cf. e.g. Hesperia 21 
(1952) pp.381ff., line 40 (= П2 1092B.21) (ca. 165p.) decree; Agora 21, p.89, no. K 16 
(1—50 p.) graffito; 

29) тас néyms адт(об Hesperia 5 (1936) pp. 43 ff. (ca. s. Шр.) defixio; 

30) “Еоиеі Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3, line 8 (found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, but 
orthography and writing style look s. Шр.) defixio (reading confirmed by D. Jordan); in 
this case, however, morphological confusion may be involved, if the dative singular has been 
taken over from the -ove, -eu -y inflectional type (cf. 23.0122, p. 380 infra); 

31) Міхіфібоос Neon Athenaion 3 (1958—60) р.6, no.2.b4 (= SEG 18.58) (s. Шр.) eph. (2) 
cat.; 

32) BagB&Ana ІІ? 3169/70.25 (253-257р.) ded., 'Avtóàna ib. 31, alongside ‘Adouévera, 
Атүофотеша, etc. (L.). For discussion of this text, cf. 9.031, no.29, p.204 infra; 9.032, 
no. 9, p.206 infra; for ВаофОЛеш, cf. II? 3162.20 (post 131/2 p.) ded.; 

33) луолеос II? 10328 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (lost); 

34) Алоабиӛттс II? 5966 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

35) Медоюс II? 9384 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (lost); 


Of very late date: 
36) хахаВаХүе (= хатафодеітовы) I? 13224.8 (s. ШЛУ p.) sep. mon. (lost); 
37/38) tyoedevoovte (= Є юєХОооутан) II? 5207 (s. II-V p.) entrance sign; 


Doubtful: 
39) Beovnxýðnsg II? 1794.28 (180/1 p.) pryt. cat. (now illegible at this point, L.); 
40) “Ниғото(с) II? 2281.11 (aet. Rom.) eph. cat., "Оу(олллос ib. 2; 
41) ХФІТ = ХГейт(таос)? II? 2274.10 (cf. IG Ш, no. 1240) (aet. Rom.) cat. (eph.?); 
42) Awnüwuavà II? 3421 (286— 305 р.) ded.; 
43) ГЕлц хүүр тос ІІ? 6064.2 (date?) sep. mon.; 
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44) MeAntetc IP 6854.3 (date?) зер. шоп. 
45) *Hoaxà.eürtrs (feminine) II? 8599 (date?) sep. mon.; 
46) "Avuoxfis (feminine) II? 8099 (date?) sep. mon.; 
47) Веоеуіхір (= Beoevixíc?) II 8138 (date?) sep. mon.; 
48) Nuxupdgov IP 9643 (date?) sep. mon.; 
49) "Абімєйс (= "Абпуїєбс?) II? 4349.2 (date?) ded. (priv.). 

Notes and Corrections: 
"'Ioókewog (= lodxAntoc) Peek, AG 2, p. 51, по. 184 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; reading and inter- 
pretation of Peek in AG 2 not likely (I can read only IZOAEITO); in II? 11606a (in add.) read 
not olxuíc, but ох (= olxet) тис, cf. M.N. Tod, Hermathena 77 (1951) p.21; in Deltion 20 
(1965) Chronika p. 122 (aet. infimae) sep. mon., read («c бу (i.e. el, cf. L. Rademacher, Neu- 
testamentliche Grammatik? [Tübingen, 1925] р. 199), following REG 81 (1968) p.456, no. 240, 
not tug (= ас); П22059.19 (= IG Ш, no. 1119): Avxopadns (L.); ІР 2201.73 (= IG III, 
по. 1175): "Афроде: (Сгашдог, Album p.59, no.91); Ш 1104.3 (= IG Ш, no.39):  бхо)ута 
ЙШеофу) (not ўта for elta) (J.H. Oliver, SEG 24.150); І23592.21: лді (not лоді) (L.); 
П2 2128.10 (= ІС Ш, no.1163): Ктф, пос Кт) (Graindor, Album р. 52, no.80); 112 7559 
(= ІС Ш, no.2045): TPHKOPVZIOZ (НК either a misreading of Fourmont or a ligature for 
IK). In Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 63, по. 108 the correct reading is ЄОХҮҮ (not євуєку, optical illusion 
on the photograph, Hesperia loc. cit. plate 20) (L.). Read Elgtvn, not 'Hofjvn, on the sep. mon., 
II? 9531 (= IG Ш, no. 2167) (now dated 5. Па.), cf. Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 49, no. 50. 


8.03 Confusion of ņ and et (е | 


For for e. V, cf. 9.031. 

There are a very few cases of E (= EI) for nı in the fourth century B.C. (22.011, 
p.355 infra), but examples of n~et in the period before eu passed to i [1], i.e. 
earlier than ca. 200 B. C. (cf. 9.022) can scarcely be found in stone texts: 

1) ЕГКНР (= £v Ketguaóów) II? 1558.69 (са. 330—320) inv., alongside the expected éy Ке(ш)- 

ib. 72, 74, 76; cf. also Hesperia 28 (1959) p. 223, line B115 (L.); 

2) "Нялобтіс IT? 8537 (5. Ша.) sep. топ. (L.); 

3) ПоАМодлүос II? 7079 (са. 250) sep. mon., names іп -xAntog аге common enough in areas 

where 1 is the only long e-vowel, but this man is Athenian (Пан ос). 

The three long front vowels were certainly similar enough in sound to confuse the 
semi-literate, as can be seen from the occurrence of xannàñov (3 times), xannAija, 
and холтАїоу (3 times), all within a few lines of one another on a defixio where the 
context demands халт/ғіоу, cf. Robert, Collection Froebner 1, p.14 (400—350; 
probably early in the fourth century, cf. 8.02, p.165 supra); хйоас (= хеіоос) 
occurs on another such text, one exhibiting a particularly low srandard of spelling, cf. 
IG Ш.З, по.90.а6 (s. Ша.?). Significantly, no. 1 supra also shows very crude ortho- 
graphy, and D. M. Lewis designated the writer as “near illiterate” (cf. Hesperia 28 
[1959] p.208, note 2). For no.2 assimilation might be the explanation, although it 
might be only a graphic mistake. 

Later examples of s~n like лес, Атообитто, ў (= єї) are of the Roman Period and are 
thus really cases of п [i], for ex=T by that time (examples іп 8.02, p.169 supra). Before 
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vowels є, did not change to || until later and in the late Hellenistic and early Roman Periods 
His a frequent variant for it (examples in 9.031, pp. 202 ff. infra). 

The feminine personal name 'Hoívr in the sep. mon., II? 11494.2 (410-390), is perhaps best 
not taken as Еіоўут (involving two peculiarities), but as related to the rare name *Е@о‹уос, 
with ho- (for he-<—éag- in Attic and several dialects, cf. LSJ s.v. ag). The person so-named was 
probably a slave of non-Athenian origin. 

The spelling owrhga in the decree, II? 1008.22 (118/7) (L.), is due to the influence of сотӯр. 
Elsewhere occur: сфтешо, e.g. II? 3483.4 (s. Па.) ded.; II? 1076.7 (cf. HSCP, suppl. 1 [1940] 
pp. 521ff.) (196—217 p.) decree; оФттир@ (looks like conflation of сфте ра. and owtig, unless 
it is оотпоа with HI written for т as in the examples in 22.031, p.365 infra), cf. 112 2869.4 
(100/99) ded. The оютецоас of II? 5063 (aet. Rom.) label on a theatre-seat, might be for owtel- 
рас or оютйоас, as this text contains an archaizing use of E for т (cf. сотёо, "Авеубс). 

In a decree dated ca. 235 B.C., cf. Hellenika 3 (1930) pp.153ff., line 19 (cf. Glotta 45 
[1967] рр. 195ff.), the spelling oxexre8np£voc is evidence for т in the perfect middle of this 
verb as in the active тёӨтүха, cf. Morphology. 

Both Фпваїос and Gefos (the Boeotian spelling) are found on fourth-century monuments 
of Thebans, cf. 112 8855 ff., sep. monuments, and the agonistic dedications, Deltion 25 (1970) 
p. 143, по. 1 (363/2); p. 147, no. 7 (352/1). Cf. Buck, GD? p. 153; Sturtevant p. 35. 

The demotic Eigeoténg is normally spelled *Hoeotdns in the Roman Period; likewise eta is 
usual in the official called the heeoudvng (all the examples are of the Roman Period), although 
there is one instance in a metrical text of Roman date of the spelling elgeousvys, which shows 
the ev familiar in the related noun elgecusvn when it occurs in the codd. to literary texts. It is 
hard to account for the apparent change to eta in the demotic. One would most naturally assume 
that the selection of ņ in Roman times is similar to that seen in "Agfjov, etc., і.е. an indication 
that є in Eigeo(8mc, etc. has not passed to t as elsewhere, although why this should have been 
the case in this particular group of words is not apparent. There is, moreover, a gap in the 
examples from ca. 100 B.C. to са. 100 A. D., but presumably the spelling in eta was adopted in 
the early Roman Period and never altered thereafter. The etymological connection of the word 
with elgog is uncertain; it is accepted by Chantraine, DEG 2, p.324. Cf. also remarks of J. S. 
Traill, Hesperia 40 (1971) рр.317-8. 


Elgeoténs: cf. e.g. Il? 104.8 (368/7), II? 220.28 (344/3) uncertain example, decrees; II? 
1672.276 (329/8) inv.; ІР 4397 (350—300), II? 4440 (ca. 250) private dedications; II? 1958.67 
(post 250) cat. СЕр-); II? 2699 (350—300) horos (mortgage); II? 1534B.268 (247/6, cf. SEG 
16.118) inv.; II? 5994 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; II? 896.44 (са. 186/5) decree; ІІ? 1938.45 (152/1) 
cat; II? 5998 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; П2 3876.2 (са. 100) ded.; П2 5993, II? 5995/6 (s. Іа.) sep. 
monument. 

*Hoeotdns: II? 2042.2 (ca. 135 p.), ІІ? 2067.202 (154/5 p.), II? 2086.86 (163/4 p.) eph. catalogs; 
II? 1774.39 (167/8р.) (L.), II? 1775.65 (168/9 p.) pryt. catalogs; II? 5997.2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
II? 2128.51 (190—200 p.) eph. cat.; II? 1821.10 (ca. 200p.) pryt. сас; Hesperia 32 (1963) p.48, 
no.71, line 6 (186/7р.) ded.; ІР 2208.40 (212/3р. aut paulo post), II? 2237.13 (230-235 p.) 
eph. catalogs; 

foeauóvnc: Hesperia 40 (1971) p.315, по. 12, line 5 (178/9—179/80 p.) ded.; II? 1825.71 (post 
ca. 217 p.) pryt. cat.; read ў[0ғ0:]футу in Il? 3680.11— 12 (init. s. Шр.) ded., cf. Hesperia 40 
(1971) p. 317, note 14. 


eloeoróvny: II? 11674.9 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (metrical). 
Lit.: MS? p.48, note 353; Lademann p. 118: Mayser-Schmoll pp.49—51; Gignac pp.239—242. 


172 Simple Vowels 
9.00 The more recent &-vowel [e], E or EI 


The compensatory lengthening (as in e.g. Évat«- *Éovai) and vowel contraction 
(e.g. € + є in Emote, etc.) which produced a second long e-vowel in Greek have already 
taken place in Attic by the time of the earliest inscriptions, and there is no trace of 
any distinction between the long vowel resulting from these two sources. Both are 
represented in the Attic script by E, and they are kept rigorously distinct from the 
inherited diphthong [e], represented by EI. As the Attic script also employed E for 
т [e] it is only the first texts in the Ionic script which show that Attic did not share 
the tendency to simplify the vowel system by loss of the distinction between the newer 
[e] and the inherited y [e]: there is scarcely any confusion between Н and EI in Attic 
inscriptions (cf. 8.03 supra). But the tendency to equate (е) with the inherited diph- 
thong et developed rapidly, and the two sounds were identical by the end of the fifth 
century. 


In texts of the later Hellenistic Period and early Roman times H was employed for a time as a 
grapheme for et/__V, where it lagged behind єї elsewhere in the development to [г] (cf. 9.031 
infra). 


9.01 E and EI as graphemes for (е | 


In the earliest texts the distinction between the inherited diphthong (е), represented 
by EI, and (ег), represented by E, is rigorously maintained. 


The principal examples on earlier Attic inscriptions are: natte: ІЗ 919 (= LSAG p.76, no. 1; 

SEG 24.71) (earliest Attic text, ca. 725?) graffito; KAeB(x[o I? 467 (= LSAG p.77, no.12) (ca. 
600—575?) ded.; eive, v&o0e I? 976 (= IGAA р. 133, по.34) (са. 560—550?); Ел(ей, péver 12 972 
(= IGAA p.120, no.8) (ca. 540—530?); {бёу 12 1012.3 (= IGAA р. 137, no.44) (ca. 550- 
5402); KAevo 12996 (= IGAA p.131, no.27) (са. 550—540?); Фравидейас, aiei I? 1014 
= IGAA p.138, по.46) (са. 540?); отедес 12971 (= IGAA р. 132, no.33) (550—540, cf. 
AM 78 [1963] p.119); Песіоуаҳс В 1022 (= ІСАА p.144, no.58) (са. 540—530?) sep. 
monuments; Фуйхадсол 12 498 (= DAA p.279, no.244) (ca. 520); Өајоєлє(бєс, Өол=(Өєс 
12 596 (= DAA p.365, по.331) (ca. 520); Пемботоатос, tepéver 12761 (= LSAG p.78, 
no.37) (са. 520-510?); ”Арам(ас 12 489 (= DAA p.9, no.5) (525—500); xoaxév I? 662 
(= DAA p.367, no.332) (525—500?) dedications; Аембо, éxo(e I? 1002 (= IGAA p.131, 
no. 28) (ca. 510—500) (L.); Exet, Lôëv I? 987 (= IGAA р. 132, по.31) (ca. 5002) sep. monuments; 
ёлоќе 2540 (= DAA p.33, no.31) (са. 500?) ded.; olx£v, 1eA£v I? 1.2, 3 (fin. s. Via., cf. 
Meiggs-Lewis p.25, no. 14) decree; etc. For the only apparently exceptional elut, cf. 9.0111 
infra. 


The use of EI as the grapheme for [e'] before the fifth century is quite exceptional, 
but eventually (е) and (е) fell together with the result that in the fifth century, 
especially after са. 450 B.C., there is an increasing use of EI as the grapheme for 
[e] accompanied by rare instances of the grapheme E for the inherited diphthong 
(cf. 16.01 infra). 
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9.011 EI for [е-] before 400 В.С. 


The first public text on stone with EI for [e] is а large decree dated just before 
460 B.C. (no.5 infra), already showing a typical mixture of E and EI for [e]. It is 
about a century before the new orthography is entirely established and the use of E 
for [e] dies out altogether. The mixture of graphemes in no. 5 suggests that [e] and 
[e'] have already fallen together, and a few examples on private texts of the last 
quarter of the sixth century (nos. 1—4 infra) testify to an earlier confusion of the two 
sounds. Tenacious retention of E for Ге”) into the fourth century and occasional use of 
E for (е) support the view that the diphthong was monophthongized to [е] rather 
than that the long vowel became a diphthong [e!] in Attic. 

Where enough text is preserved for several instances to occur there is no consistent 
use of EI for (е), but a mixture of E and EI. The extension of EI for (е:| is paralleled 
by the use of OY бог (о), the more recent long o-vowel, but the spread of OY is 
later than that of EI, and there is rarely any overlap between the two (nos.26a and 
29 are exceptional in this respect, cf. 13.01, nos. 16а and 17, p.241 infra). There 
is also no apparent connection between the spread of EI for [e] and the use of Ionic 
script. In the rare cases in which the use of EI for [e] does occur in texts in Ionic 
script, the Ionic letters are usually used consistently, but there is the same mixture 
of E and EI for (є | as in texts in Attic script (cf. nos. 8, 16, 21, 25, 34 and 35 infra; 
also по.26а, not in Ionic but has Н for (е); cf. 2.011 supra). Exceptional in this 
respect are nos. 16 and 29 (= 2.011, nos.5 and 11, p.31 supra); no.16 is such а 
small fragment that E for (е | might have occurred on a missing part, and the соп- 
sistent use of EI, OY, and Ionic script of no.29 is unique and makes the pre-403 date 
suspect. It is also clear that the adoption of the Ionic script in 403 B.C. did not affect 
the practices regarding use of E and EI for [e'], as the same mixture of E and EI con- 
tinues in the first texts in Ionic (cf. nos. 37—40 infra and 9.012). 


Many parts of Ionia do not make consistent use of EI for [e'] in this period either, e.g. DGE 
p.340, no.693 (s. V/IVa.) (Chios); p.342, no.702 (init. s. IVa.) (Erythrae); p.342, no.703 
(357/6) (Erythrae); etc.; cf. the somewhat earlier texts from Miletus, DGE p.352, no.726, with 
El for [е] virtually everywhere, but scarcely any use of it in p. 354, no. 727 (both ca. 450). 

Worthy of special notice is the assignment of more than a single stoichos to E for (е) in three 
places in the decree, I? 22 (cf. ATL 2, no. D 11) (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7): va: in line 31, лооєрє- 
pévoug іп ib. 40, and ёофорӣс on the new fr., cf. ATL 2, по. D11, line 58; these cause ап 
irregularity in the stoichedon order (cf. p.63 supra). Perhaps originally EI for [e] had been 
planned, although no case of its use occurs on this text; the change to E was made before actual 
carving, as no erasures are involved (cf. the apparent last minute insertion of Н = [hj in the 
same text, cf. p. 494 infra) (L.). Cf. Bradeen- McGregor pp. 30—33. 

The dating of the defixio published Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3 to ca. 450 B.C. is rather 
doubtful (cf. Introduction, p.8 supra); it contains consistent use of EI and OY, Ionic script, 
and both EI and НІ for ті, all features which tie it to writing of the mid-fourth century. If the 
date is correct it is a remarkable example of the precocity of private texts in adoption of ortho- 
graphical practices. For the spread of EI in priv. texts, cf. KAewio on ostraca of the younger 
Alcibiades (ca. 414) (assigned to the younger man because of the Ionic script), whereas KAuvío 
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(cf. 9.0211) had appeared on the ostraca of the elder Alcibiades (ca. 460), cf. Vanderpool, 
Ostracism p. 23. 


Lit.: MS? p. 6, note 21; pp. 20—21, notes 104—110; pp. 35 —36, notes 192—193. 


Examples: 


1) Юешахос w exolece хЕрі хёуо ABV p.85, Eleusis no.4267 fr. (new по.280) dipinto 
on a bf, vase; for (е | of KAe(paxos, cf. 9.0211; for хёш, cf. 9.0111; 
2) Ело(в. IGAA p. 127, по.19 (= 12 983, corrected; cf. GVI 1, p.25, по.72) (са. 525?) sep. 
mon., but éxo(e in the sculptor's signature in the next line; 
3) хдхе(үоһ IGAA p. 130, no. 26 (ca. 500) sep. mon.; 
4) Ювмас ARV? р. 788, Oxford 309, by a follower of Douris (= CVA, England 3, plate 3.8) 
(cf. 9.0211, p. 193 infra) dipinto; 
5) 126 = Hesperia 14 (1945) pp.61ff., no.1 = Hesperia 15 (1946) p.249, no.78 (ante 460) 
decree. 
elva[t Hesperia 14, p.79, line B41 (= I? 6.79); 
óAe(Coo ib. lines B38—39 (= 126.76-77), 
elvan ib. line B31 (= I? 6.69); 
éx[ot]ivat Hesperia 15, p. 253, line C33 (= 12 6.116,corrected); 
В|ЕСЦ ооку Hesperia 14, p.77, line C12 (= 12 6.95, corrected); 
but ó[A]éCoo: ib. lines C 10—11 (= 12 6.93—94, corrected); 
in I? 6.42, read ’AQevai[o, not vas, cf. Hesperia 15, p. 250, line А 50; 
in 12 6.107, read pè éve[ivau?, not Eva, cf. Hesperia 15, p. 253, line C24; 
in P 6.113, read ууу дё [how not роёу & Ev[at, cf. ib. line C30. 
(Readings given here have been confirmed by K. Clinton on the stone); 
6) дфейЦет- I? 189.8 (са. 460) law of a deme, now reads: 0| фе| Хєт- (L.); 
7) eloiv ІЗ 18.5 (457-445, cf. SEG 21.7) decree (L.); 
8) éxeová[ve]. ІЗ 16.4 (469—450, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.66, no.31) decree (in Ionic script), but 
Evan ib. 14, афеХБУ ib. 15; 
9) elvai I? 52.17 (433/2) decree, éxeavóxe ib. 15 (L.); 
10) negiew I? 74.18 (ante 430) decree, ¿ot ib. 15; 
11) dvethev I2 78.4 (ca. 430) decree, éxoehëv ib. 5, ёс ib. 9, ¿neotáte ib. З (L.); 
12) éxsovávev I? 128.3 (432/1? cf. SEG 21.37) decree; 
13) eio- 12 57.20 (inscribed 423) decree, óqe(Aovrec ib. 11, ópeepátov ib. 14, elvan ib. 35, 49, 
Ехецотдуеову ib. 29, but E for [e] many times, including ёс ib. 25, 50, Evan ib. 9, 19, 20; 
etc. (L.); 
14) elvan 2 59.17 (са. 427/6) decree, Evan ib. 20 (L.); 
15) afl &XXat лбе] (stoich.) Hesperia 13 (1944) p.211, no.2, lines 7-8 (= II? 55 + new fr.; 
cf. ATL 2, по. D21) (428/7, cf. SEG 24.6) decree (in Ionic script), €Jot[v] ib. 15; 
16) elva Hesperia 14 (1945) p. 115, по. 10, lines 5, 9 (425/4) decree (in Ionic script); 
17) [K]Aeio8£v[ec Hesperia 8 (1939) p. 59, no.21, line 5 (cf. Hesperia 32 [1963] pp. 187 ff.) (са. 
425) cat. of archons; 
18) дїМ бо I? 76.8 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) decree; E for [e] many times in this 
lengthy text (L.); 
19) лб ис (stoich.) I? 71.31 (са. 436? cf. SEG 21.30) decree, E for [e'] often (L.); 
20) elvan P 49.14 (post 442/1) decree, ёс ib. 15 (L.); 
21) ójpe(AEv SEG 10.99 (= ІІ? 38) (ca. 420) very small decree fr. (in Ionic script) (L.); 
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22) elvalt I? 154.15 (ca. 420, cf. SEG 10.98) decree (L.); 

23) елеотбтеһ ІЗ 94.3 (418/7) decree, elvai ib. 9, elgepéva ib. 10-11, xoaxév ib. 34, Ёрхоо. 
ib. 30 (L.); 

24) Пецкшег I? 302.53 (418—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.229, no.77) inv. (L.). For [e] of Пе- 
оос, cf. 12 335.59—60 (са. 450), 12 293.14 (440/39), P 234.27 (432/1) (L.), 12 359.20 
(447/6—445/4, cf. SEG 24.48) inventories; I? 106.17, 23 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16) decree; 
Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 144, no.1 (404/3?) inv. (in Ionic script); 12897 (post 450) horos; 
Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 24, no. 31, line 2 (394—391) іпу.; etc.; 

25) elotv 12 103.7 (412/1) decree (in Ionic script), ловіобоһ ib. 17, &o(v ib. 12, va. ib. 14, 
(Еіле(о|үбте ib. 4-5 (L.); 

26 а) elva 12 108 1.15. (410/9) decree, has OY, Н for n, but not otherwise in Ionic script; elo[(] 
ib. 24, ёфедлфбтас ib.20, but лому ib.21, ёс ib.37 (cf. 2.021, no.13, p.43 supra; 
13.01, no. 16a, p. 241 infra) (L.); 

26b) elva 12 108 П.43 (410/9, inscribed by a different hand from 12 108 I) decree, in Attic 
script; elot ib. 52, ёс ib. 40, 49, лоу ib. 46, 52 (L.); 

27) бфедошуоу I? 109.9 (410/9) decree, ёс ib. 8 (L.); 

28) elvan P 110.15, 30 (410/9) decree, xodatev ib. 42, ёс ib. 43, блофоуеу ib. 45 (L.); 

29) éxso1ó]vev 12 1102.4 (= 112142) (410/9) decree, in Ionic script and always OY for (о); 
гісі ib. 13 (cf. 2.011, no. 11, p.31 supra; 13.01, no. 17, p.241 infra); for the evidence for 
the date, cf. р. 31 supra (L.); 

30) «0 12 107.6 (409/8, cf. SEG 21.54) decree, also E = eu in ої Еу теле ib. 2, unless a careless 
omission (cf. 16.01, no. 9, p. 300 infra) (L.); 

31) elva I? 117.5 (407, cf. Meiggs - Lewis p. 270, no. 88) decree, ¿neotáte ib. 3 (L.); 

32) Пецохебс (cf. по. 24 supra) I? 374.12, 13, 18, 215, 216 (408—406) inv.; гіс ib. 58, 253, 
etc.; єЇ ХЕ ib. 266, but £c ib. 279, бєхолоёс ib. 264 (L.); 

33) Пецюиебс 12 313.2 (408/7) inv., oxe[io]at ib. 105, extensive text with frequent E for [e'], 
note олёрас ib. 158; I? 372.64 (L.); 

34) dx]e(oov II? 1383.4 (406/5? cf. SEG 10.200) inv., small fr. in Ionic script, has О for [o']; 

35) Пецо(оие0с) II? 1951.266 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat., Mewar ib. 452, but some of the cases 
of Ieo- elsewhere are probably for Пєр(оцє®с) (e.g. line 200), Утео(ие0с) ib. 327, Хле(рієбс) 
ib. 314 (in Ionic script, cf. 2.011, no. 28, p.32 supra); 

36) ёлсүүед дєүос Hesperia 39 (1970) p. 111, line 16 (= 12174 + new fr.) (405/4) decree, 
giva ib. 21, but ёс ib. 11,20, ёлеотбл ib. 5 (in Ionic script, cf. 2.011, no. 17, p.32 supra); 

37) éxeaváxevIP? 1 (= Р 126).6, 42, 57 (403/2) decree, E for (е | many times (L.); 

38) én]uieAetLo0[ II? 5.4 (са. 403/2) decree, ло]отбуєс̧ Б. 5; 

39) Кубавтуаєї с Hesperia 40 (1971) p.280, no.7, lines 34-35 (403/2 aut paulo post) decree, 
ёс ib. 7; i 

40) Клғісофос II? 1371.4 (403/2, cf. SEG 23.81) inv., called KAéooqoc elsewhere, cf. 9.0211, 
p. 193 infra; 

41) Tlewgaets I? 1065 (fin. s. V а.?) sep. mon. (in Ionic script, cf. 2.0121, no. 32, p.36 supra); 

42) ЮМаобёунс I? 770 (fin. s. Va., non ante 415) ded. (in mixed Ionic script, cf. 2.02, no. 13, 
p. 42 supra) (L.); 


Doubtful: 


43) & Ехейуо 12 14/15.6 (= АТІ 2, no.D15, line 15) (447/6? cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.121, 
no. 47) decree; spacing favors reading 8” éxe([v]o rather than 8” éx£[v]o but damage to the 
stone makes it impossible to decide (cf. ATL 2, plate 8) (L.); 
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44) -Jo KAewe8[- SEG 15.28.F6 (405/4) inv., but JoxAei ХӨГ- is also possible, cf. Hesperia 25 
(1956) p. 114. 


Notes and Corrections: 
In IGAA р. 136, no.42 (= SEG 3.56) (са. 540) sep. mon., бохеһ тбеу» oepátov is a better inter- 
pretation than doxeivo сербтоу. The correct reading of Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, 
line 12 (ca. 414) is КАғу(о (cf. Hesperia 22 plate 67). The reading éxo(e given Бу IGAA р. 131, 
no. 28 (= I? 1002) is a printer’s error; there is no trace of final iota on the stone (L.). 


9.0111 гіш 


The spelling гіш is found as early as the seventh century in graffiti, and is virtually 
the only spelling found in the numerous Attic attestations. In the sep.mon. of Phano- 
dikos from Sigeion, cf. РСЕ p.356, no.731 (са. 550? cf. AAG? рр.165#.; LSAG 
pp. 366—367, p.371, nos. 43—44), it is significant that the Attic copy of the text has 
ЕШШ alongside ёс, ueAebaív&v, but Ені appears іп the Ionic сору. The early date and 
frequency of еш can only indicate that the word contained the diphthong & in Attic. 
Note also var alongside two instances of sipí on a terracotta ball, as well as ex- 
clusive use of the spelling кіші in sep. monuments of the Archaic Period, although they 
rigorously maintain the distinction between E for [e] and EI for the inherited 
diphthong (cf. 9.01 supra). 

The expected spelling would be ёш, with [e] from барі. Sturtevant (p. 34) plausibly suggested 
that either influence of the second person singular єї or confusion with elpu might be the cause 
of the unexpected et of elui; note that the first person plural in Attic is also irregular (cf. Morpho- 
logy). 
he spelling ёш is actually quite rare in Attic texts: cf. хёш xévo, also КХшахос ABV p.85, 
Eleusis no. 4267 fr. (new по.280) dipinto (9.011, no.1, p.174 supra); дӨ\оу:ёш, dipinto on 
the Burgon amphora, ABV p.89, Burgon group no.1 (= Smith, Catalogue 2, p.98, no. B130); 
еш Agora 21, p.34, no. F63 (475—450) graffito; Аіюдейо ¿pí (almost certainly а Boeotian text) 
Agora 21, p. 34, no. F65 (475—450) graffito. 


Examples of єїці in Attic texts before 400 B. C.: 

Graffiti: Hesperia, suppl. 2 (1939) p.151 no. C39 (= LSAG p.76, по. 54) (са. 675-650); 
Hesperia, suppl. 16 (1976) p. 15, по. 6; p. 20, no.29b, по.29с; p.22, no. 41 (all s. УШа.); Agora 
21, p.30, no. ЕЗ (= Hesperia, suppl. 2 [1939] p. 124, no. B55; LSAG p.76, no.4) (са. 650); 
Agora 21, p.31, no. F12, по. F13 (both ca. 550); p.33, no. Е56, no. F58 (both init. s. Va.) 
Р 1086 (init. s. Va.); ВСН 82 (1958) p.678, p.677, fig. 14 (init. s. Va.); IGAA p. 145, no.59a 
(= SEG 10.398) (graffito on a discus of marble) (fin. s. VIa.); Agora 21, p.37, по. F 107 (475- 
450); p.38, по. F115 (s. Va.); 12 460 (s. Vla.?) гіш on three frr. of bronze vases; E. Kunze, 
VII Bericht über die Ausgrabungen von Olympia (1961) рр. 16-17, Фембо гіш (ca. 430) on а 
vase fr. found in Phidias’ workshop at Olympia; cf. also the terracotta ball under Dipinti infra. 

Dipinti: ABV p.96, Tyrrhenian Group по.14 (= Imagines? plate 3, no.6) (ca. 570); LSAG 
p. 77, no. 10f, plate 2 (ca. 6002), ABV p. 162, Eucheiros по. 1; ABV p. 175, Taleides painter по. 8 
(= АЈА 58 [1954] p.187, no.4; SEG 14.304) (ca. 540); GRBS 8 (1967) pp.255ff. (= SEG 
24.73) (ca. 500) М. terracotta ball with гіш twice (once dipinto, once graffito), also бусц (graf- 
fito); Furtwängler, Beschreibung p. 1018, no. 4017, late bf. kothon in Berlin (fin. s. Ма.). 
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Stone inscriptions: Sep. monuments: AAG? p.155, no.1 (= IGAA p.146, no.62; SEG 
10.450) (init. s. Vla.); Kerameikos 3, p.41, no.31 (= IGAA р. 119, no.6; SEG 10.442) (ca. 
540—530?) made in an Attic workshop; 1? 1009 (— IGAA p.142, no.54) (ca. 525—500?); 
I? 993 (= IGAA р. 133, no.35) (са. 510—500); P 1001 (= IGAA p.132, no. 32) (fin. s. Ма.); 
Hesperia 5 (1936) p.230 (= IGAA p.134, no.36; SEG 10.463) (са. 500); 12 1027 (= IGAA 
p.136, no.40) (s. У/Уа.); 1? 920.7 (= GVI 1, p.660, no.2042) (са. 500) has ғіџі, уе(хға, 
-peltyo[Ev?, but ёра[0]0( (cf. 9.021, no.4) (L.); II? 10444.1 (= IGAA р. 128, no. 21) (ca. 525) 
sep. mon. of a non-Athenian from Teos, in Ionic script (L.); Horoi: Hesperia, suppl. 4 (1940) 
p. 107 (ca. 500) (L.); Hesperia 37 (1968) p.61, p.62, fig. 9 (ca. 500) (L.); Dedication: DAA p.31, 
по. 28 (= 12 585, which needs correction) (490—480). 

Doubtful: МОЧТРАТЕХЕПМЇС Hesperia 4 (1935) p.298, no.186, fig.44 (bf. sherd); 
EIM[I Hesperia 9 (1940) p.248, no.303, graffito; --c elwa-- 12726 (500—480?) ded., stone 
now reads |ЕІМА--, cf. DAA p.36, no.35. For SEG 22.87 the best interpretation is probably 
that of L$AG p.78, по.33: hegué и/бүаХда (scil. ávé8exev); less likely: Бери" ely’ бүадХиа as 
proposed in Hesperia 8 (1939) p. 258, no. 9 (cf. Agora 21, p. 53, no. G1) (L.). 


9.012 Establishment of the standard orthography EI = [e] (403/2-са. 350 B.C.) 


Because they contain fairly substantial amounts of text and often can be dated with 
considerable exactitude, the decrees (both of the state and a few large decrees of other 
types) and the numerous inventories, catalogs, etc. (largely published in IG II? pars 2, 
fasc. 1) provide the best material for a study of the establishment of EI as the normal 
grapheme for [e]. The following analyses have thus largely been restricted to public 
documents of these types. The numerous contemporary private dedications, sep. 
monuments, etc., are often very short and can only rarely be precisely dated; such 
texts cannot be shown to differ significantly in practice from the public documents of 
the same period. 

Lit.: cf. 9.011. 


9.0121 403/2—376/5 B.C. 


Both E and EI are common for [е:] in this period. In the state decrees a development 
сап be seen between II? 1 (403/2), which in 75 lines of text has E for [e] everywhere 
except for Елеотбтеь three times (cf. 9.011, no. 37), and II? 43 (378/7), which has E 
for [e] only twice in more than 100 lines of text. Most substantial decree texts have a 
mixture of E and EI, but about ten have only E (note especially II? 40, II? 1172); the 
inventories, etc., are about equally divided between those with both E and EI and 
those with just E, but the really large texts of this type (e.g. II? 1388, II? 1400) have 
both E and EI. Texts which have only EI for [e] in this period are very small frag- 
ments with the exception of the naval cat. II? 1604—5, which dates to the very end of 
this period, and has more in common with the similar lists of the next few years (cf. 
II? 1606, II? 1607 —8 in Table B.2 infra). 

The use of E for the inherited diphthong & remains exceedingly rare in all types of 
texts in this period (cf. 16.01 for examples). The only examples in public documents of 
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the types considered here are xétax in H? 1237.69, a phratry decree of 396/5 with 
both E and EI for [e], гілеу, блеирбто, óx, tot- and tovt-; and техол(оюі? іп a small 
fr. of a building inv. of са. 394—391, II? 1658.1, but Едүсітоуу in line 9 of the same 
text. The avoidance of E for the inherited diphthong cannot be accidental, as it is 
very well attested in decrees, e.g. elne, ёлғў, el, Seimvov, Siege(opata, verbs in 
-& in third person singular, etc. For E for єї in prevocalic position as іп onpéo, 
Avxv£ov, etc., cf. 16.021e infra. | 

The use of OY as grapheme for the more recent long o-vowel remains rare in this 
period (cf. 13.02 infra), and is not necessarily correlated with the use of EI. Thus 
II? 16, precocious in its use of OY, has E three times, EI only once, but II? 28 does 
have both OY and EI more often than O and E. In general the use of EI is more 
advanced than that of OY; OY is largely lacking in the inventories, accounts, etc., 
where EI is well established; it occurs only very rarely іп IP 43, with EI almost 
universally; not at all in II? 1237, with E and EI in roughly equal frequency. 

In the following tables only fairly substantial texts with secure evidence for dating 
have been included; numerals give frequencies. 


Table A.1 Texts 403/2-376/5 with E and ВІ for [e] 
Table A.2 Texts 403/2-376/5 with only E for [e] 
Table А.З Texts 403/2—376/5 with only БІ for (е) 


Not included as examples of E and EI for [e] are cases like -xAévoug, etc. (cf. 7.03) or éveyxetv 
vs. éveryxeiv, where EI is due to influence of éveixau, cf. Frisk GEW 1 p. 512. 

Examples of EX are counted as cases of Е = [e]. It is doubtful if ёс existed in fifth- or fourth- 
century Attic. The pre-403. script is ambiguous, but EIZ already occurs in prose texts of the last 
decades of the fifth century (cf. 9.011, пов. 13, 32), and II? 17, a decree of 394/3 with both ЕХ 
and ЕГЕ, militates against assuming EX = [és] in this period, especially as there is no logic to the 
use of EZ — EIX. Both ЕГХ and EZ occur before consonants, whereas if there were really two 
forms it might be expected that EIZ would be used before vowels, EX before consonants (as 
бус and ёс in Cretan, cf. Buck GD? p.68). ЕХ is among the few cases of E = [e] which occur 
after 350 B. C., but always in texts which also contain EIZ, and EZ is not here any more than 
a late instance of E for (е | like ATIOAQZEN for dxoóóost (cf. 9.013, nos. 1, 5). 

ЕХ is found in several verse texts of the Archaic Period, but always in circumstances which 
make it unlikely that the spelling is an accurate reflection of Attic speech. Thus éoogdv of I? 982 
(= IGAA p.147, no.67) (са. 500?) sep. mon. occurs alongside such an obviously epic form as 
блофдцёуою, and may be safely regarded as taken from epic practices. The same can be said 
for Ес А @ўуос̧ alongside ёс 'A(6a in the sep. mon. set up by three Athenian tribes for Pythion of 
Megara, 1? 1085.6, 8 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 137, no.51); the diction is a hodge-podge of 
Dorisms (cf. т4у doevóv) and epic forms (e.g. Еуі). So also éc"A(6ao in another sep. mon., I? 980 
(= IGAA р. 130, no.25) of ca. 500 B. C. For іс лбМу cf. 9.021, no.6. For use of ёс in later 
metrical texts cf. 9.013. 

The unexpected Ге") of ЄЮахтї р seems confirmed by the late example іп IP? 1436.55 (349/8) 
inv.; it is restored with virtual certainty in II? 1400.52 (Table A.1 infra), II? 1425.39 (9.0122, 
Table B.1), and ІІ? 1424а.44 (Table B.2). Өлхсїүр occurs in similar inventories (cf. Table B.1), 
where it could represent either Әцх- or elAtx-; in these inventories it seems impossible to tell 
whether EAIK- is the original form £Aux-, or represents Лх, with E for [е]. 

For ёлцейХОӨоц, vs. ЕлцшХеабош, cf. p. 184 infra. 
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9.0122 375/4—351/0 


In this period the use of E is decidedly reduced. No text has only E for (е | except 
two small fragments of 375/4 and a sacred calendar dated vaguely 375—350, with 
only four examples of E for [e]. More texts have EI only than a mixture of EI and E, 
and of the latter group almost all have EI far more frequently (II? 120 exceptional 
here). 

The use of E for the inherited diphthong єї scarcely ever occurs in public documents 
of this period; note сориёхтоо in II? 1453.3, а small fragment of ап inv. of uncertain 
date and thus omitted from the tables below. The 06 (= Sei) and ëxe of II? 1609, 
Éxe of II? 1424, лбле of II? 111, etc. are all abbreviatory shortenings. So also probably 
“Амхаруаваё Елі in II? 136.3—4 (cf. 16.01, пов. 19-20 and p.301 infra). 

Spellings like xAéc, abtE, хаХхоӨбхє (both dative singular), where E is for БІ -- НІ = ті, are 
of a different type, cf. 22.011, pp.354ff. infra. For spellings like Avyvéov, etc., cf. 16.021e 
infra. 

The use of OY has by now greatly increased, and there is some correlation between 
the frequency of OY and EI, although OY is still not as well established in this period 
as EI, so that texts with EI only normally have both О and OY, some even О more 
frequently (e.g. IP 116). Most of the major texts with only OY have also only EI 
(cf. II? 107, II? 126, II? 133, II? 1541), but II? 125 is an exception. Note also II? 1428 
with EI more frequent than E but only О; Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 1, no. 1, with EI much 
more frequent than E, but usually O, rarely OY. 

Table B.1 Texts 375/4—351/0 with E and EI for (е) 

Table B.2 Texts 375/4—351/0 with only БІ for [е] 

Table В.З Texts 375/4—351/0 with only E for (е) 


Spellings like ёлирэй оӨшу (Table B. 1) are ambiguous, as they could be referred either to 
émupéhopar or влиієдойнац; but as the latter is fairly well attested in the first half of the fourth 
century (e.g. ІР 5.4, II? 77.16, IP 109.b 13, II? 110.14, П2 123.15, 112 204.16, etc.), it seems 
justified to interpret such spellings as having E for [e], i.e. Елінедгісбоу. But отеоеобоуу 
(Table B.1) must remain ambiguous; it could be from otégopar ог отеробрион. 
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Table В.З Texts with only E for [е] 


State decrees: 
IP? 98.19 (374/3): тоёс (only instance; BonPetv is restored ib. 7), small fragment. 
Inventories: 


II? 1445.27 (375/4): бү\ёс (only possible case), only O for [о], very small fragment. 

Cf. BCH 87 (1963) pp.603ff. (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, no. 18) (375—350) 
sacred calendar: u£Go in the heading; Хоцфауеу ib. Е 56; ёс ib. T 4, ГЗ (all the possible cases 
of E or ЕІ), has О and OY. 


9.013 Last examples of E = (е) 


The use of E instead of EI for [e] is already unusual by the decade 360—350, as can 
be seen from Tables B.1 and B.3 in the preceding section. А few examples of E for [e'] 
in the period ca. 350—320 may be regarded as the last survivals of the practice: 

1) ёсабоюу Il? 226.28, 31 (са. 343/2) decree, but гіс ib. 30, etc.; El for (е: elsewhere (L.); 

2) novtávec II? 1749.73 (341/0) pryt. cat.; “Отомууес ib. 44, “Еотиоес ib. 31; (cf. Morphology); 
probably also КоАХ-техс is the best interpretation of КоАХотехес in line 38, cf. 16.0212, 
no.6, p.308 infra; 7.03, no.5, p.158 supra; has genitives in -xAéoc, cf. 13.023b, p.257 
infra (L.); 

3) Evan II? 232.12 (340/39) decree, alongside elvat ib. 14; elsewhere EI for [e] (L.); 

4) Пеоо(еі Hesperia 9 (1940) pp. 59ff., no.8, col. 2.9 (333/2) decree (tribe); EI for [e] else- 
where; 

5) 4лобфоеу II? 1623.33 (333/2) inv., but ёлобфок ib. 8, etc.; ёс ib. 94, but elc ib. 88, etc.; 
elsewhere EI for [e'] (L.); 

6) Перамбс II? 1672.173 (329/8) inv., alongside Пецооифс ib. 146 (now illegible); EI for [e] 
elsewhere in this very extensive text (L.); 

7) Пераєї II? 1569.13 (ca. 330—320) inv., but Пецос- in ib. 9, 24 (lines 9, 13 only, L.); 

8) ёр Пео(оцей) II? 1570.48, 66 (ca. 330—320) inv., but IHeio(atei) ib. 20, 24; that this could 
be some deme like that seen in Ileoyaorj0ev or Пер:Өоббуүс seems virtually impossible 
(lines 24, 48, 66 only, L.). 

The correct reading of II? 1196.B 11 (ca. 335—330) decree (deme) is eic, not ёс (L.); in IP 2318.7 

(fin. s. IVa.) cat., the spelling Ехоойүв is ап abbreviatory shortening (cf. Едоой ib. 10, ёҳооўү 

ib. 27) like those in 5.011, pp. 100 ff. supra. 


А few later examples of E for єї (whether originally the diphthong or [е']) are 
probably just due to careless omission: ёр niote бу II? 646.11 (295/4) decree (L.); 
éxoot[e]i 12 654.6 (285/4) decree (L.); Zvegw(eóc) II? 791.124 (247/6) decree (L.); 
Tlegotéws II? 1225.8 (ca. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs), but Tewgatéws ib. 9 
(carelessly written text, cf. 17.01b, no.2 infra); "Ерєсі(бтс) I? 1958.67 (post 250) 
cat. (L.); лоотбуес Hesperia 9 (1940) p. 126, no.26, line 16 (135/4) decree. 


Doubtful: 


"Нлєобуьс 1128541 (date?, perhaps earlier than 350) sep. mon.; тө|Ес IP 840.20 (= IG II, 
no. 404) (s. Па.?) decree; the reading is doubtful: the stone was originally described as badly worn 
and its condition is now such that only |? can be read and the traces to the left cannot be de- 
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ciphered as Е (L.); o]v ёс хобс II? 1211.B 5 (s. Ша.?) decree (deme), reading and interpretation 
very dubious (L.); Ехоу ёс Айруоу ALE II? 1065.11 (s. Ia.? looks like a fourth-century fr.) 
decree, date and interpretation dubious (stone now lost). 

In Hesperia 26 (1957) p.212, no.59, line 11 (172/1) ded., read not Пера, but Пјес 
(L.). The AegaSuatyy (Attic demotic) cited by Lademann р. 131 occurs on a text from the island 
of Imbros, cf. IG ХП.8, no. 53.12 (= BCH 7 [1883] pp. 162 ff.) (s. Па.) decree. 

Examples of E for t in the Roman Period when є = |і") are probably an intended EI with 
accidental omission of the iota (examples in 7.0111c, p. 139 supra). A similar careless omission 
may be seen in ЕТТУ for єї тїс in the crude sep. mon., II? 13224 (s. ШЛУр.); Kvóa8nvaue"c 
(space has been left for the omitted iota), Hesperia 34 (1965) p.96, no.6, line 15 and plate 27 
(aet. Rom.) pryt. cat. 

Where poetical variants with є for et existed, they were freely used in metrical texts of later 
times whenever a short syllable was needed: Ес cf. e.g. II? 3606 (ca. 175 p.), II? 3662 (ca. 200 p.), 
II? 3669 (ca. 269/70 p.) dedications; I? 13125 (56/5), II? 12794 (біп. s. Пр.), ІВ 12318 (= СУ! 
1, p. 629, no. 1996) (s. Шр.) sep. monuments, etc.; both ёс and eig in II? 13173 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
mon.; убоас in II? 12664.8 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; etc. The exceptional occurrence of ёс xà убу in 
prose in IP 3592.19 (165/6 —168/9 р.) ded. may be an Ionism: 


Lit.: cf. 9.011 supra. 


9.02 Confusion of ev andt 


9.021 Before 400 B.C. 


Except for a few special cases like Kiw-, KAtt- (cf. 9.0211 infra), 249лүудс, M(e)t- 
Муос, etc. (cf. 9.0212 infra), and hie(8va (cf. 18.012 infra) there are only a handful 
of examples in which iota appears for єї, whether the original diphthong (е!) or the 
long e-vowel of more recent origin [e]. Apparently there is only a single instance of 
the opposite phenomenon, EI for (і) (cf. no. 11 infra, presumably early enough that 
EI might still be = (е) in sound), although a few early examples of E for t (graffiti 
and dipinti) like Bevéw, NéxavAos are really (е for [i] rather than [č] for [г] (cf. 
7.0111b, p.138 supra). The earlier examples of iota for the inherited diphthong ev 
(nos.1—3, probably 4—5 are also this early) are presumably before its monoph- 
thongization to [e]. The examples are confined to fairly crude texts, especially dipinti 
and graffiti, and the suspicion must be strong that they are often just careless omissions 
or inaccurate renditions of diphthongs: cf. spellings like -Y£ for -EYZ in 20.00a infra 
and the spelling of the cluster -oto- as -ХР- іп no. 1 infra. 

An isolated case of EI for ï is quite doubtful: POINEIS (= ФОПЧЕ15 or ФОПЧЕХ$?) 
originally read on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.316, Proto-Panactian Group no.4 (— HRF 1, p.427, 
по.58). The vase has now been restored and painted over so that only ФОШМ can be read; 


ФОІМЕІ5 is probably a misreading of the earlier observers (so also ХАІҰОФО on this same 
vase, cf. 38.0212, p. 463 infra). 


Examples (nos. 1—10 I for ец no. 11 EI for i: 


1) Пиборохос Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) pp.405—408, plate 60 (= Hesperia 8 [1939] p.63) 
graffito; the date is quite up in the air, but the mid-sixth-century date seems on the whole more 
likely (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 p. 407); 
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2) бохас (= бохеїс) Paralipomena р. 72 (by Sakonides?), graffito on a bf. cup; 


3) Examples are found in dipinti on several bf. and rf. vases. Attested several times is the spel- 
ling дама, cf. ARV? p.113, Thalia painter no.7 (= CVA, Germany 21, plate 56.4); ARV? 
p. 1188, Pothos painter no. 1 (= CVA, USA 2, plate 23.1a—c); HRF 2, p. 187, no. 26, where it 
is attributed to Meidias (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 348, no. E702). But GaAcia is more frequent 
on vases, cf. ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152); ARV? p.64, Oltos no. 104 (= CVA, 
Belgium 1, plate 2.2); ARV? p. 1080, Painter of London 494 no.6 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, 
p.381, no. E805); ARV? pp. 1151—2, Dinos painter no.2 (= HRF2, p.216, no.2); ARV? 
p. 1250, Eretria painter no.32 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.366, no. E774). It is perhaps possible 
that the preceding À caused a closer pronunciation of following (е!) so that it tended to be con- 
fused with [i]. I for et is also found in Та4бес on а bf. vase, cf. Paralipomena p.73, Syracuse 
7.354 fr.; other vases of this group have Тадебес and TaAstdec cf. ABV pp. 174—176; Parali- 
pomena рр.73-74 (сі. 16.01, no.3 infra). But 'Ex£Avoc (not for ”ЕлОгос), with "ExéAevoc on 
the same vase, cf. ARV? p.146, Epeleios painter no.2, looks like careless omission of the E; 
"EnéAevoc occurs five times on three other vases of this same group, cf. ARV? p. 146, по.5; 
р. 147, no. 18 (twice; "E[x£A]evoc once); p. 148, no.37. ПатроохМма оп а bf. vase in Munich, cf. 
CVA, Germany 3, plates 45.2; 46.2, is even more comparable to the frequent spellings such as 
Kawlas, etc. (cf. 9.0211 infra), where preceding -xA- perhaps influenced the sound of ev. That 
дама, Патоохда аге due to any confusion between -eta and -ia seems not at all likely in this 
early period; examples of this type of thing are not otherwise found before Roman times (cf. 
9.032, pp. 205 ff. infra). 

Other cases of I for et on vases look like graphic mistakes (omissions) or incomplete rendition 
of diphthongs: ivar ARV? p.18, Manner of Euphronios по. 1, note Хрихої for Zylxeor on this 
vase; холоо, (= халос el?) ARV? p.289, Siren painter no.2 (= CVA, France 2, plate 12.9); 
Exon, ARV? p.306, London E718 (near the painter of Würzburg 517), careless omission; cf. 
Едхоос and Evyegs on bf. vases, ABV pp. 162—163; іходос (= ? el халф) ARV? p.1119, 
Duomo painter (later mannerists, v) no.29 (= CVA, England 8, plate 86.2); perhaps huxowuie- 
усаєща (= -хецикуос?) ABV p.668, Munich no.2172; Xawi (= Хаєїмис? or Хоёуц?) man's 
name, ARV? p.15, Euphronios no.6 (= FR plates 61-62); cf. Se(vibog II? 2346.29 (ante 350) 
cat.; ЕЕуіс II? 12334 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

4) боіо)|віс 13 920.2-3 (= GVI1, p.660, no.2042) (са. 500) sep. mon.; for the reading 
recorded as ovvuetoyw (= ovppelEEv) only ovvuewy[ is now legible on the stone (L.); this text 
has EI = & [e'] in ve(xea, pevk-, elut (cf. 9.0111, р. 177 supra); 

5) "Ашміо I? 979.1 (init. s. V a., cf. SEG 15.57) sep. mon.; assimilation ?; 

6) I$ (= єіс) 12658 (= DAA p.344, no.322) (paulo ante 480) ded.; Hiller was wrong if he 
meant IS is for Ёс here by his note in IGI? “іс mero errore pro ёс, non tlg", as there is little 
evidence for an Attic dc (cf. 9.012, p. 178 supra). Certainly I$ is for (еб) here, and perhaps Hiller 
meant that I is an E left incomplete (cf. some of the cases of I for [č] in 7.012b, pp. 142—143 
supra) (L.); 

7) qUiv I? 924.3—4 (paulo post 450?) erotic text inscribed on a small wedge-shaped stone 
(now lost); 

8) SéJopfat]a lg xov x[ Deltion 8 (1923) pp.96ff., no.3, lines 9-11 (= SEG 3.18, 10.101; 
Sokolowski, Supplément p.19, no.4) (ca. 420) lex sacra; probably an intended E left in- 
complete; 


9) “АӨтуоүЦт|шу II? 10.В12 (401/400) decree; now "A8nvo[y(x]ov, cf. BSA 47 (1952) p. 105; 
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10) ФОоит/8о I? 1083.1 (s. Va.?) sep. mon.; uncertain, for Фідоштрєійтс, cf. Odyssey 4.343 
(= 17.134). A name duuoynAGng (< ФЛбшүһос) is not otherwise found, but it seems a possible 
one and perhaps occurs here; no E occurs in ФіХортү дол (genos), cf. I 1582.71; 

11) AYNEIKETY (= Дууміхітою?) ABV p.307, Swing painter no. 59 (= CVA, England 1, 
plate 6.2); cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 88. 

Notes: That IZ is бог кіс on an ostracon of ca. 450, cf. Kerameikos 3, p.71, no. 120, does not 
seem semantically possible, cf. 7.0125, p. 145 supra. The EtoAeoc on a bf. vase, cf. ABV p.282, 
IV no.2 (Antimenes painter and his school) (= CVA, England 8, plates 74.2; 75.2) is probably 
for ръйєос (cf. 1.013 supra). флохліуєм in Fauvel's copy of I? 10.28 (453/2, cf. Meiggs- Lewis 
p.89, no. 40), decree, is his misreading for dmoxtéveu. 


9.0211 Куиміас, KAitiag, etc. for КЛЕуі ас, etc. 


The spelling KAtviag is the normal one on the ostraca of the elder Alcibiades (са. 
460), cf. Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.1ff, nos.1, 2 (= Hesperia 9 [1940] рр.247-8, 
no. 296), and it is also found in dipinti on three rf. vases, cf. ARV? p.988, Achilles 
painter no. 13; ARV? p. 1002, Manner of the Achilles painter no.4; ARV? p.173, 
Ambrosios painter no. 5 (Beazley gives the text on ARV? р. 1590). On the other hand, 
by the end of the fifth century ostraca of the younger Alcibiades have KAewíac, 
accompanied by Ionic letters to support the later date of ca. 414 (cf. 9.011, p.173 
supra). Kleitias signed his name КМліас on the François vase, cf. ABV p.76, no.1, 
but КХєтіас on another, cf. ABV p.78, по.12. On other vases: КМтореоєу, ABV 
p.167, Klitomenes, potter; KAífouXoc, ХЛіаофос (probably a misreading of KAico- 
qoc on the vase, cf. 38.0212a, p.463 infra), ARV? p.316, Proto-Panaetian Group 
no.4 (= НЕЕЇ, p.427, no.58); Кмтаүбоа, ARV? p.1591, under Labotos (vase 
unassigned); КЮМтоодос, ABV p.174, Taleides no.1 (= HBF p.344, no.6). Cf. 
КМоєуєс on an ostracon, unless an abortive KadAtyoevos, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) 
p. 388, no.25. 

The two signatures of Kleitias show that these spellings in KAt- are variants of 
those in KA&-. An [e] can be assumed in every case, e.g. KA£víag, derivative of 
XA£vóc, with [e] € “хХегеоуос; KAétiag from xA£vóc < "xAepevoc, etc. But the 
explanation of the xà- remains uncertain. The most attractive suggestion is that of 
M. J. Milne, BMMA n.s. 5 (1946—47) p.227: the high position of the tongue in the 
mouth for pronouncing xÀ- might have caused the (е | to move closer to (і). The KM- 
spellings are confined to ostraca and dipinti, texts which often show orthographical 
anomalies, and for KAevíag at least, contemporary vases have KAe- more often than 
КМ. The KAt- spellings could be inaccurate renditions of the pronunciation by semi- 
literate individuals. 

Кліллібес on one of the Kleippides ostraca, AM 40 (1915) p.12, по.21 (= P 911.2), is 
probably just for an intended КХекллібес with careless omission of the E. If actual confusion 
of [i-] and (е) is posited, one would presumably have to assume that KAeux- was pronounced as 
a single syllable rather than as [kle-ip], an unlikely assumption. On the other ostraca of this 
group: KAeurnides, КАғіллідтс (cf. 2.021, no. 30, p.36 supra); on one only, КАпіллідтс, due 
to confusion in use of the Ionic script (cf. 2.031, p. 45 supra; 23.00, p. 369 infra). 
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Examples of KAé/_C in Attic texts before 400 B.C.: 
Dipinti: Kieviag ARV? p.530, Alkimachos painter no.21; ARV? p.988, Achilles painter, 
поз. 12, 15, and p.993, no.80; KAewtac ARV? p.788, Oxford 309, by a follower of Douris 
(= СУА, England 3, plate 3.8) (cf. 9.011, no. 4, p. 174 supra); 
KAe1íag ABV p. 78, Kleitias no. 12; 
KAevayóga ARV? p. 1061, Polygnotos по. 156; 
Кӛгірахос ABV p.85, Eleusis 4267 (new no. 280), has both E and EI for [e] (cf. 9.011, no. 1, 
p.174 supra). For (е) in this name cf. КХербхоо on the dikast’s pinakion, I? 1844 (375- 
350). 


Ostraca: KAeotevog Hesperia 19 (1950) p.389, no.31 (unless an abortive attempt at КоХ- 
Муаємос); 

KAew(o On four ostraca of the younger Alcibiades (са. 414) (cf. p.173 supra), two un- 
published and two in Hesperia 43 (1974) р. 189, nos. 1—2; cf. Vanderpool, Ostracism p.23. 

Stone inscriptions: Kieviag ATL 2, по. D7, line 5 (= 1266; Meiggs- Lewis p.117, no.46) 
(447?) decree; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, line 12 (printed text wrongly gives KAewío, but 
cf. plate 67) (ca. 414) inv.; 

KAeto Ї 996 (= IGAA p. 131, no. 27) (ca. 550-540?) sep. mon.; 

К)ёбухос 12 467 (= LSAG p.77, no. 12) (са. 600—575?) ded.; Hesperia 25 (1956) pp.375—377 
(ca. 465) cas. list; 

KA£foXog I? 986 (= IGAA p. 120, no. 9) (са. 530?) sep. шоп. 

KA£6eposc I? 937.8 (са. 445) cas. list; 

КЛ<уобос I? 943.93 (440/39) cas. list; 

KAeyévec I? 304.1 (410/9) іпу.; 

Kieto- I? 964.95 (= SEG 10.424, stele 1), and on another of the same series, К\тоу, cf. SEG 
10.424, stele no.8, line 25 (— Hesperia 12 (1943) p.37, no.8, fr. 1.21) a series of cas. lists 
(= 12954 + 12 957 + 12964 + new frr.) (ca. 409, cf. Hesperia 33 [1964] р. 55); 

KAevó KAevovopo I? 1061 (ca. fin. s. V a.?) sep. mon.; 

Клее 12770 (fin. s. Va., non ante 415) ded. in mixed Ionic script (L.); [K]AevoOév[sc 
Hesperia 8 (1939) p.59, no.21, line 5 (cf. Hesperia 32 [1963] pp.187ff.) (са. 425) cat. of 
archons (= 9.011, nos. 42, 17, cf. no. 44, pp. 174—176 supra); 

ЮФКоофос II? 1 (= 12 126).6 (403/2) decree (L.); KAetooqos II? 1371.4 (403/2, cf. SEG 23.81) 
inv. (= 9.011, no.40, p.175 supra), this same man called КАоофос іп II? 1372.1 (402/1, 
cf. SEG 23.82) inv.; |К Еоофос in II? 2366.15 (ca. 390—380) cat. 


9.0212 Early cases of sı — t: Zu wvóc, Хо, M(e)U.Gxtoc; 
Кареоёс-- Кашоғс, Atooegita: ~ Atootpitat, etc. 


а) Dipinti on Attic vases have I in Xikevóc, Хх(роу, and the iota was certainly 
normal in these words in this type of text (cf. Beazley, AJA 39 [1935] p.479, note 2; 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp.132—3). Note also Zuxmvóc (of Rhegium) in the 
decree, I? 51.3 (433/2) and the public sep. mon. erected for him, II? 5220. Неге as in 
the words to be considered below the presence of the liquid may have encouraged 
ғ эт. 

Хіооу occurs often on vases, cf. e.g. ABV p.76, Kleitias по.1 (= HBF р. 150, no.2); ARV? 
p.33, The Pioneer group: Sundry no.3; ARV? p.53, Oltos no.1 (= CVA, France 8, plate 
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27.1-7), cf. p.61, no. 76; ARV? p.61, Oltos по.76 (= A. Bruhn, Ооз and Early Red-Figure 
Vase Painting [Copenhagen, 1943] p.41, no.31); cf. Xigovera (= the precepts of Chiron, cf. 
AJA 52 [1948] p. 337) on a vase of Onesimos, ARV? р. 329, no. 134, cf. Immerwahr, Book Rolls 
p.21, no.4; etc. But EI is found just as early, cf. [X]&(gov оп а bf. vase іп the manner of the С 
painter, ABV р. 59, по. 14 (early enough that EI could be бог (єї); ХЕооу Haspels, ABL p.238, 
Diosophos painter по. 123 (= CVA, Poland 1, plate 12.3). The I оҒХіооу might be another early 
case of [e] going to [1] (cf. Kretschmer, Glotta 10 [1920] pp. 58 ff.), but it is also possible that 
the (ГІ is original here and that the appearance of Xeío- was due to а folk etymology (cf. Frisk, 
GEW 2, p. 1083). 


А name XíAov is found on two vases of Oltos, ARV? p.63, no.95; p.64, no.96 
(twice: ХО ом), Хоу). But a masc. personal name XJe(Awv occurs іп II? 31.3 (386/5) 
decree. There is uncertainty about the derivation of the names and there may in fact 
have been two, one related to xeiAoc, the other to yAt-; otherwise like M(s)éxvoc 
in b) infra. XefAwv is normal in Roman times, cf. 112 2461.11, 12 (са. 50/49, cf. 
SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); П22021.22 (ante 112/3p.) II? 2086.143 (163/4р.) eph. 
catalogs; II? 4752 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.); but here EI may be fort (cf. 9.023). 


b) In some words et passed to t in Attic at a much earlier date than elsewhere: 
you ipá&tvov, Mudtyuos, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.193, y.1). In ion, МАбиос 
assimilation may be the explanation for the t, perhaps encouraged by the presence 
of the liquid. 
yio: I? 76.20 (435-414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; I? 218.52 (= АТІ.2, no.25, 
col. 3.61) (430/29) trib. list; I? 94.10 (418/7), I? 98.24 (416/5) decrees; etc. 
tpatiov: 12427 (550—500?) ded.; 12 386.18 (са. 406, cf. SEG 10.219), Hesperia 22 (1953) 
p.240, no. 1, lines 189—195 (7 times), etc.; ib. р. 279, no.7, lines 101—105 (5 times) (both ca. 
414), I? 1517.124, 153 (353/2-341/0) all inventories; etc. 

Меи (with [e], cf. Aeolic péduyos, Frisk, GEW 2 p.194). Мому- is the form found in the 
earliest examples, but both forms are current in the fourth century. After 300 B. C. only Metaty-. 
Мис: 12866 (= DGE p.384, no.9.3) (са. s. Va.?) horos; ІІ? 4569 (ante 350) ded. (priv.); 
ВСН 87 (1963) pp.603ff., line A40 (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, по. 18) (375— 
350?) sacred calendar; ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, line 35 (post 403/2) sacred calendar; BCH 82 
(1958)p. 366, fig.4 (=SEG 17.87) (fin. в.ГУа.),124617 (s. IV a.), 1124619 (s.IV a.) dedications (priv.). 

M@xos (masc. personal name): ABV p.367, Leagros group no.90 (= СІС по. 7634; CVA, 
Germany 3, plates 50—51); II? 5943 (bis) (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon., cf. AM 67 (1942) p.95, по. 162; 
II? 2090.19, 26 (165/6р.) eph. cat. (L.). 

MeiAtquoc: 12 4618 (s. IVa.), 124620 (s. IVa.), 124677 (s. Ша.), 124678 (s. Ша.), AA 55 
(1940) col. 168 (ante aet. Rom.), II? 4847 (date?), dedications (priv.). 

МєйОмхос (masc. personal name): MeACyo corrected reading of S. Dow for Hesperia 4 (1935) 
pp. 19 ff., no.2, line 66 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law (L.); II? 1793.4 (paulo ante 180/1p.) pryt. 
cat.; Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 187—8, line 17 (s. Шр.) eph. cat. In ІІ? 1956.192. read: Méva[o]xoc. 

For IAc(Qüva, ЕМ доо, etc., cf. 18.012, p. 342 infra; I is normal on vases. 


с) The variation between Kapyeoéc and Кашоёс, Діодєріта and Avooigixat in 
the tribute lists is best explained as due to a tendency for the Athenians to hear [e'r], 
not [гг], in these foreign names, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.275. 
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Avocegitat: I? 191.26 (= АТІ 2, no.1, col.3.23) (454/3); 12 219.10 (= ATL 2, no.39.42) 
(416/5): Avoos[o ita. 

Ахоооїта1: Р 192.8 (= ATL 2, no.2, col. 6.11) (453/2); 12 195.57 (= ATL 2, no. 5, col. 2.30); 
P 220.26 (= ATL 2, no.34, col. 1.96) (421/0). Cf. the decree, I? 14.17 (447/6? cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p. 121, no. 47) (L.). 

Каркоёс: I? 193.12 (= ATL 2, no.3, col. 4.12) (452/1); 12221.9 (= ATL 2, no.40, col. 1.10) 
(415/4); Hesperia 41 (1972) p. 410, line 8 (= new fr. of I? 191 [= ATL 2, no. 1]) (454/3). 

Кошоёс: P 198.9 (= ATL2, no.8) (447/6); 12 202.11 (= ATL2, по.12) (443/2); ІЗ 204.52 
(= ATL 2, по. 14, col. 2.69) (441/0); 12 205.75 (= ATL 2, по. 15, col. 1.78) (440/39); I? 213.41 
(= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.48) (432/1); ATL 2, по.28.11 (427/6 or 426/5); 1264.13 (= ATL 2, 
по. А9, col. 1.123) (425/4) (in trib. list appended at end of decree). 

Ttayigitar is the only spelling attested in the tribute lists; the Xxayeugiva printed in ATL 2, 
no. А13, fr.25 is not attested epigraphically but reconstructed on the basis of Krateros. For 
Хлаүюітов, cf. 12 195.27 (= ATL 2, no.5, col. 4.15) (450/49), ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.6 (447/6), 
Р 201.26 (= ATL 2, no. 11) (444/3), 12 202.33 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2), I? 204.40 (= ATL 2, 
по. 14, col.2.53) (441/0), 1? 209.12 (= ATL 2, по.19, col. 5.24) (436/5), 12 210.18, сі. 17 
(= ATL 2, no.20) (435/4), 12 213.43 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 2.50) (432/1), 12 218.18 (= ATL 2, 
no. 25) (430/29). 


d) There is no confusion of et and i in тоіс used as nominative in Hesperia 17 
(1948) pp.86ff. (= 12838—9; LSAG p.78, no.44) (500—480). тоїс is an old accu- 
sative («- *trins) extended to the nominative (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.589; Mor- 
phology). 


9.022 Confusion of et and t, 400—31 B.C. 


The date of the change in the pronunciation of & from [e'] to [i] in all but pre- 
vocalic position in Attica is difficult to fix on the basis of inscriptions. Examples of I 
for £ı are quite rare in the fourth and earlier third centuries B.C., and instances of EI 
for t, much more significant because a careless omission cannot be involved, are even 
rarer. ”ЕХооСуюс, ve(vüv) on two sep. monuments, which on the basis of the style of 
lettering and of the monuments themselves must certainly date to the fourth c. and are 
probably not much later than 350, are probably evidence for pronunciation of єї as 
ЇГ) in the speech of the persons responsible for them (cf. nos. 11—12). Perhaps ап 
[i] pronunciation of є, existed as substandard by this time. When such spellings 
begin to appear in decrees, from the end of the third century on, the change of & to 
[i] is certainly accomplished (cf. пов. 17, 20, 21). It is at this time that examples of 
єї become a bit more frequent, although they are still rare until the last quarter of 
the second c. B. C. The change to (| did not affect & in pre-vocalic position, and it is 
significant that it is about the end of the third c. that the first examples of т for et 
before vowels begin to appear (cf. 9.031); only a little later is the abandonment of 
EI as the grapheme for ти (cf. 23.00). Widespread use of EI for Т is foreign to texts of 
the end of the Hellenistic Period and develops only in Roman times (cf. 9.023). 

For тбую/Ётехоо, Tetoavdgos, etc.; pelyvupe (ovppetxtos), etc., cf. Morphology. 

Lit.: MS? pp. 48—49, notes 356-357; Lademann p.31. 
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Examples: Fourth century: 1 for ev: 

1) ӧлӧсо [обу Kerameikos 3, p. 93, no. 4, line 5 (init. s. IV a.) defixio; careless omission?; 

2) Alyids (i.e. Аіуєїбь with et from ти) Deltion 25 (1970) p.147, no.7, plate 45 (352/1) 
choregic ded. dated by the name of the archon; probably careless omission of the E (cf. 
23.011 r, p. 375 infra); 

3) Воко(с II? 10983 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (cf. 23.011г infra); 

4) Ут IP 7469 (ca. 350; lettering certainly looks this early) sep. mon. (L.); 

5) Aa]vetov Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 226, по. 13, line 76 (350—344) inv.; 

6) "Асиотібоу II? 1156.14 (334/3) decree (tribe) (cf. 23.011 n, p. 372 infra) (L.); 

7) ovugéow II? 558.35 (са. 303/2) decree (L.); 

8) ПкоӨетаісо IP? 5347 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; cf. Пє00[--, cf. II? 12440/1 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 

9) ovveluw for ovvelxew Kerameikos 3, p. 88, no. 168, line 4 (plate 22) (s. IVa., 350—300?) 
graffito on а sherd regarding property sales; has perhaps ЇЕ єїүсц, cf. 7.0125 p.145 
supra; 

10) Подод бус Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, p. 1023, no. I A, line 76 (s. IV a.?) defixio. 
EI fort: 

11) теітӨт II? 12814 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (For examples of тітвт, cf. 8.02, p. 167 supra); 

12) ’EXevoetvuog H? 6053 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (L.). 


Doubtful: 
13) іс IG IIL3, no. 103.a2 (init. s. IV а.?) defixio. 


Notes and Corrections: 
In the metrical sep. mon., 12 7863.11, гдое (ос is artificial and poetical; in II? 1259.4 фХо- 
voc is the better reading, cf. Kirchner's note in IG II^; the stone now reads: [qujAo[xty]o[c] 
(L.; іп IP 550.8 (= IGILS, no.234b) read длетібеі, not oóxévoe (cf. ІС ІР). The name 
[П0]Өехос, in the decree, П2 37.23 (post 383), is not Attic. For ElAv@elat in II? 4669.9 (s. IV/ 
Ша.) ded. (priv.), cf. 18.012, p.343 infra. 

Third century: 1 for eu: 
14) Өдөбг, ІІ? 1534 A.97 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., alongside ¿Meizer іп the same line; cf. 

"Елкходлиа ib. 81 (L.); 

15) ämm I 12141.7 (= GVI 1, p. 506, no. 1691) (са. 250?) sep. mon. (L.); 
16) хуоёбуа II? 1534 B.269 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (L.); 
17) ёллбу Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 209, no. 57, line 1 (217/6) decree; 
18) "Нлкоблис II? 8536 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. 


EI fori: 
19) MetAnota II? 9825 (post 317) sep. mon. (stone lost); 
20) үгіубикуоу II? 786.7 (probably near the end of the third century or in the second century; 
dated s. Ша. by Pecirka, Enktesis p. 106; SEG 24.133) decree (L.); 
21) Begeverx(Syv Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, line 47 (= 112915 + new frr.) (203/2) decree, but 
Begevixid- in ib 48 (nrinted texts give Begeve[ erroneously) and ib. 81-83 (L.); 
22) Мейуоу Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 280, no. 140 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; Nivoc occurs in many codd., 
but it must be admitted that all the metrical cases have a short t. 
Cases of EI~I ca. 200—ca. 30 B. C.: 
23) үеСуеадац, I? 1328.5 (lines 1—20, 183/2, lines 21ff., 175/4) decree (orgeones); quoter- 
робута ib. 34, alongside yivopévans ib. 40 (L.); 
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24) длоХЕмлла, II? 1329.9 (175/4) decree (orgeones), (xó|vog ib. 27-8 (L.); 

25) dio (cf. 15.0122) Hesperia 3 (1934) p.21, по. 19, line 6 (166/5) decree; 

26) [K]ewnotag Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 186, no. 37, line 7 (са. 150) decree; 

27) Awabubrov I? 4457.12 (post 150) ded.; 

28) xexwgotovnpévor Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, no.51, line 9 (144/3?) ded., ib. 3 хєхєцо- 
tovnpévor (L.); 

29) либоорхофутес II? 1006.17 (122/1) decree, лехдаоуофутес ib. 18, al. In ib. 21 read either 
ларау"оці i.e., there was a fault in the stone here and the space was left blank; or 
ларсү[ ? Лмоці i.e., a letter (E?) was erased from this space (L.); 

30) ЕїфЦотив үс Па 1009, col.2.105 (116/5) decree, Iponólðnls ib. col.2.103. In ib. 
col. 2.67 read AiJĝaMông (L.); 

31) ПоофаХеСоцос II? 1011.104 (106/5) decree. 


Sep. monuments dated s. IIa. (nos. 32—37): 
32) Г.Афоо|бемкоу II? 6726; 
33) Boomogetms 12 8424; 
34) “Ноохд боо II? 6050 (L.); 
35) "Афообеижоу II? 8131; The E has been crossed out with a vertical line, cf. $ in ib. 3 (L.); 
36) Eiovyévna II? 10371 (L.); 
37) Ко3детеіша I? 11758. 


Sep. monuments dated s. Il/Ia. (nos. 38-41): 

38) Knottooóóoov II? 6936.2; 

39) Бітиотийһбол II? 10284.5; 

40) ELav&oa II? 11740 (L.); y 

41) Підоуос Neon Athenaion 1 (1955) p.189, по. 10, but could be really П(Өоу, from л(Өтү- 
хос? (cf. Bechtel, Personennamen pp.585—6); but Пе(Өюу is certainly the common name; 

42) Meumo[ía] ТециохХфоус Hesperia 16 (1947) p.172, no.68 (= 1125500, corrected) (ca. 
100) sep. mon.; 

43) Афабийт (| II? 4991.14 (90/89) ded., Авцоабиот- ib. 15 (L.); 

44) тецібуутес, тецадоа Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 165, no.97, lines 8, 17 (= II? 1050) (ca. 
80?) decree, флоті чл) бас ib. 14; 

45) *Iteaiog II? 1039.82 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree (L.); 

46) Тіобубоо» Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 166, no. 98, line 17 (paulo ante 60) decree; 

47) Таоау(1|еіуос Newxtov Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 30, no. 14 (64/3?) decree; 

48) Netxavoga II? 1049.3 (57/6, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] р. 170, no. 101) decree (L.); 

49) uev ixóbag II? 1046.4 (52/1) decree; - 

50) Moo[t]Sw[viov II? 2360.40 (ca. 50) cat.; 

51) Пообиллос II? 2461.67 (ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat., ТешоүҢуіңс ib. 136, Тшохобтоо 
ib. 123, XeQ.ovvog ib. 12, [X]eQuvv ib. 11, Посібіллом ib. 53 (L.); 

52) yeíivinta II? 1062.10 (са. 50) decree (L.); 

53) Avixeui[oc Hesperia 36 (1967) p. 237, no. 47, line 17 (са. 50—40) cat.; 

54) Калоо (ос IP 4111.4, 5 (са. 45) ded. (= Calvisius); ZaPetvov ib. 4; cf. addenda; 

55) Knowgeivov II? 4113.2 (42-40) ded. (L.); 

56) Elxaguetic IP 1042.c2 (са. 41/0) decree, yevvoy£[vaus ib. b 20, фоте(шоус ib. 43, 

57) [Aq]eobdelotos II? 1961.55, 65 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113) eph. cat., Aetoc ib. 73; 

58) Óviv (for 6veiv) TAPA 77 (1946) p. 149, plate I (ca. 40) ded.; 
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59) бл)э тос Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 173, no. 105, line 11 (= II? 1059 [= II? 1758)) (са. 
40—30?) decree (L.); 

60) тецифоа II? 1043.15 (38/7) decree, “Елафоббеһтоіс ib. 108, toqmrfjoua ib. 8, Елібй) ib. 16, 
Елибиху0ркуоу ib. 67, Zahapelvuog ib. 111, "Атообе(оюс ib. 114 (L.); 

61) é]peoe(tevoav II? 1051.c 17 (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.); 

62) Өсолібоу II? 1343.6 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai), д9м50Х той ib. 35, ауабіуо ib. 
40 (L.); 

63) Zeuiavóv I2 4114.6 (34 aut 33) ded. 


Doubtful: 
64) Воафіа II? 3147.5 (init. s. Па.) ded., known only from Pittakes. 


Notes and Corrections: 


Avoetov, Ме(хоууос, dotar (= delator), Awíov in II? 678.24, 31, 41, 42 known only from 
a very poor copy of Pococke, probably not accurately copied from the stone (cf. Kóhler's note 
to IG II, no. 329); > has been carved for E in блаутос ZIXénoake ІР 1247.9 (= IG IL no. 603), 
not: блаутасс ісблоабє. In ІІ 1236.20 (= ІСІ, no.605) read: ду|аХ)оща AJoyfcacbat; in 
127993 (= IG II, no.2760; IG Ш, no. 2241): Te([o]ov; in Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 270, no. 100, 
line 1: “Новхде| (L.). Of Roman date аге Е(о(дорос I? 8211.1 (= IG II, no. 2799); IIevotóng 
II? 10080 (= IG Ш, по. 2859). The decree, II? 1035, with émAeltac, тут, *uu[évou]c, Пюсиеі, 
теційс, etc., does not belong here, as it should be dated to the last decade of the first century 
B.C. (cf. 6.011, no. 59, р. 124 supra). In II? 913.34—5 read BEPENII|KIAHN (dittography?) (L.). 


9.023 e~t in the Roman Period 


In the early Roman Period there is widespread use of EI for v (= |і") and of I for 
et. In this period I may even be used instead of & in inflectional terminations, e.g. 
évagyeic anodic, Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.223ff., line 61 (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges 
Bidez pp.819ff.), a decree in which an EI was carved several times and then the E was 
erased to leave only I and a blank space, i.e. EI was "corrected" to I; Caxogediv, 
uévw, тб leoi Hesperia 34 (1965) pp. 125ff., lines 7, 16, 18 (ca. 37 aut paulo post) 
decree. Such use of I for £t is later found only fairly rarely, cf. xóA infra. 

The popularity of EI for t (= [i]) increases greatly almost immediately, so that it is 
unusual to find a large text dated after the end of the first century B.C. without some 
example of EI = t, and such texts as have only I tend to be short, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 6 
(1941) p.107, no.23 (= 12 3620) (ca. 180p.) ded. with only I for [i]; but only 
"Avtovivoc, Avtovoy-. Ephebic texts of the middle of the first century A.D. already 
generally have EI considerably more frequently than I бог |) (cf. II? 1969, II? 1970, 
II? 1973, II? 1990). In the second century A.D. and especially after 200 A.D. EI is 
the normal spelling for [i:]: it is more than twice as frequent as I in texts dated securely 
to the second century; about ten times as frequent as I in texts certainly later than 
200 A.D.; EI is especially common in MeuMfjotoc, tetp- (and numerous derivatives, 
many of them personal names), vex- (and numerous personal names derived from 
it), "EXevoetviog, ónAcítnc, “Афробейоос (and numerous related personal names), 
names derived from "ос, e.g. EloiSweoc, Eloíbotoc, etc., personal names ter- 
minating in -єїмос (often from Latin -inus), б(оғітоі. 
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The use of I for & also occurs sporadically in all types of texts after 100A.D. Cf. 
e.g.: ябм, II? 3592.21 (165/6-168/9р.) ded. (wrongly recorded as xóàņ in IG II?) 
(L.); іс Deltion 25 (1970) p. 197, no.3, line 12 (= 11? 3630 + IP 3997) (post 150p.) 
ded.; іс 12 1100.58 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8 [1949] рр.221-223) (ca. 124p.) imp. 
edict; ópíAovoiv II? 1104.13 (aet. Severianorum, cf. SEG 24.150) imp. edict; Ебфую- 
uic II? 1759.34 (96/7 p.) pryt. cat.; Ко\Аотіс Hesperia 11 (1942) p.45, no. 14, line 12 
(148/9p.), Hesperia 23 (1954) p.246, no.23, line 1 (s. Пр.) pryt. catalogs; 'Agtoxí- 
боо II? 1996.131, 248 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat. (L.); іс I? 1368.70, 72, etc. (ca. 
162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations, but єіс ib. 47, 62, etc.; ФОирос Hesperia 40 (1971) 
р.326, no. 14 (ca. 205 p.) ded.; Преёюс II? 2109.4 (post 180p.) eph. cat.; Уфтоо 
Deltion 25 (1970) p.76, no.33 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; Tugéwe ІІ? 13165 (s. III/IV p.) 
sep. mon.; ic II? 1765.4 (138/9p.) pryt. cat.; Zugiéa SEG 2.46 (= IP 7463, cor- 
rected) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); etc. 

Even in the second and third centuries after Christ it is unusual for lengthy texts to 
use EI exclusively as the grapheme for what had originally been 1. There are usually 
instances of the less frequent I for original long 1, and this is one of the places іп which 
texts of Roman times show a most striking lack of standardization. 

Frequently the same word or closely related words will be spelled both with EI and I in the 
same text, often in close proximity to one another. E. g.: 

"Афродіашос, "Елафобёітос, etc. ~ *Apoodelows, “Exageddettos, etc.: Il? 2039.9, 14, 15 
(126/7 р.) (L.); 112 2081.2, 9, 17 (ca. 160p.) (L.); 12 2094.57, 86, 89, once on reverse (са. 
166/7 p.) (L., lines 57, 89 only) eph. catalogs; etc.; 

bpetv ~ бум: II? 1105 B.c8, d 2 (aet. Hadriani) imp. letter; 

тці- ~ t£ui-: П2 2094.124, 127 (са. 166/7 p.) eph. cat. (L., line 124 only); II? 13195.5, 11 (ca. 
150p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus; etc.; 

Xagivos ~ Хаовіуос: II? 8046a (in add.).2, 5 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

Мих ~ Ngx-: Il? 2076.5, 30 (са. 150p.); II? 2082.33, 53, 70 (post 150p.) (L.); 112 2100.2, 14 
(post 169/70) eph. catalogs; etc.; | 

Лос, Eiov-: IP 2203.6, 44 (paulo post 200р.); Лобоҳох II? 2119.45 (180/1-191/2р.), same 
man as Біобохом, ib. 151, 156, 168 (this name probably from ico- + dpy-); 

*EAevoew-, 'EAevow-: II? 1078.8, 9, 11, etc. (ca. 220p.) decree; etc. 

For the contracted фуєїа, "Одорлеїа, cf. 32.011. For Поокдефу, cf. p.200 infra and Mor- 
phology. 

Lit.: MS? p. 49, notes 359—361; Lademann pp. 31-32; Gignac рр. 189-190. 


9.024 EI fori 


As there was widespread use of EI {огт in Roman times, it is not surprising that EI 
was also used for ї after the distinction of long and short vowels was no longer 
maintained (cf. 25.00 infra). Apart from one not very likely case of the second century 
B.C. (cf. Notes and Corrections a), p.202 infra), the earliest Attic example of EI 
for ï on a text of certain date is a private dedication belonging to the reign of Nero 
(no. 2), although the reading cannot be confirmed because the stone has been lost. Two 
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other cases may be as early or even slightly earlier (nos. 1, 3). At least four certain 
examples can be placed in the period 100—160 A.D. (nos.4, 5, 6, 11). Although EI 
fori is found in public as well as private texts, it remains fairly rare even after 150 A.D. 
In general, there seems to be correlation between the use of EI for i and the inter- 
change of O and Q2: both are abnormal until the second century A.D. (cf. 12.012 
infra). EI for ï is normally avoided in inflectional endings (Алд уе, in the early 
no. 2 is exceptional), but it occurs in the suffixes -10с, -tov, -(8, -wotwc. 

In veióg (nos. 20, 33) the use of EI points out to the reader that the iota is not silent, i.e. the 
pronunciation was {-y'-os] ог [-ylos]. There is an exactly parallel use of the diaeresis in vita 
(scanned ~v~) in IP 3743. There сап be no question of а trisyllabic pronunciation of әгібс and 
vids. It is highly likely that the diaeresis and EI for ï serve the same purpose in Гаїос, Гёйос 
(no. 25 infra), i.e. [ga'-os]; and in Фоутіїїос (scanned as three longs іп a sep. mon. of 200 A.D.), 
Tlopxfeva (no.23 infra; cf. 22.032, p.367 infra), i.e. [-e'-os] (cf. 4.031, no.2, p.96 supra). 
In cases like 7оғдос, "Авпуаєіс, Маєіс (also ПтоХЕрагдос, Zwidoc, cf. 4.031, no.3, p.96 
supra) there is less certainty about the pronunciation. А spelling 704406 would tend to support 
a disyllabic pronunciation of the word, i.e. [zo'-los], with a development from an original 
20005 [z"-i-los] (cf. 31.00, p.412 infra), and it is a frequent variant (cf. 12.012, no. 2, p.229 
infra); the spellings Zweoç, ?овдос (cf. пов. 10, 24, 28, 35) might tend to support retention 
of the original trisyllabic pronunciation by some persons. Cf. W. Schulze, GGA 1897, p.896. 
The accentuation of these cases is uncertain. 724009 (scanned——-) іп the ded., II? 5021 (ca. 
400 p.), is a poetical artificiality not worth much as evidence for the normal pronunciation of 
?овдос, 7одос. In certain cases EI for intervocalic ï certainly indicates three separate syllables, 
e. g. едлокебас (no. 43 infra). 

In certain non-Greek personal names from Asia Minor -еіс, not -tc, was normal, e.g. Mateus 
Bagaxov "Ороаудтут), II? 10032 (з. Пр.) sep. mon. Here Mates is the usual spelling; for the 
name, cf. Robert, Noms indigènes 1, pp. 339—340 and for the -єіс in these feminine personal 
names, see W. Schulze, RM 48 (1893) pp.252ff. (= KS? pp.418—419). For Hieu, "Аффєу, 
cf. 28.01 infra. 

The name of the Attic month Пооһбефу (with 1 = 1) is always kept distinct іп the classical 
and Hellenistic texts from the name of the deity, Посєцбб (with eu). But in the Roman Period, 
after ev/t and ï are the same, the month is spelled Пооеибефу (for the examples, cf. Mor- 
phology). 

For the contraction of -vet- to -ev/T-, cf. 32.011 infra. For KaAove(otoc, cf. addenda. 

Lit.: MS? p. 49, notes 360—361; Lademann pp. 32—33. 


Examples: 

1) Báxevog Teysoxdtog Мећўоос II? 9463 (init. s. Ip.) sep. mon.; but note the non-Attic 
-хд<ос, cf. Morphology; 

2) Абтохобтори Négo[v]. véo °Алб\Аоує, АМ 67 (1942) p.45, по.60 (aet. Neronis) ded. 
(probably priv.). Attempts to relocate the stone and examine it proved unsuccessful; Prof. 
Peek kindly informed me by letter that the El is not a printing error of AM; 

3) Похахеос П2 2882 (s. Ір.? really this early?) ded.; 

4) Хецизуідте II? 2023.22 (са. 112 p.) eph. cat.; 

5) yuuvacaagyjoas II? 3009.6 —9 (113/4 p.) ded.; 

6) Eewoxec ПІ? 10332 (non ante 100 p.) sep. mon.; 

7) "EXevosívevoc 12 2041.21 (ca. 130 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
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8) Elleteóc (= "ЇМєдс) Deltion 25 (1970) p.75, no.27 (s. VII p.) sep. mon.; 
9) Eléowv IP 5807 (s. I/I p.) sep. mon.; 

10) ?овдоу Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 283, no. 159, line 2 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. топ. 

11) "өеихтийӛтс) II? 2068.28 (155/6 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

12) лрове,боОвоута II? 3592.24—25 (165/6—168/9) ded. (L.); 

13) Пеюс Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E52 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; ёфеќғодо ib. 
E11; éxaveiévai ib. E62; but éxavi£vas ib. E98; 

М) éotatogeiov II? 1368.141 (са. 162/3 р.) lobacchi regulations (L.); 

15) degog[av]tov II? 2109.8 (post 180p.) eph. cat.; 

16) Elot (і. e." Iowov) Netxng Медлоа 12 9714 (ca. 150—200 p.) sep. топ. 

17) дуорауоце| оу II? 3649.5 (ca. 200p.) ded.; 

18) ?овдос IP? 2193.141 (198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph. cat.; Zothos ib. 72 
(L., 141 only); 

19) “Елиуекхе(оуу II? 2199.27 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat. (cf. no. 29 infra); 

20) velof II? 3682.7 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; 

21) Прохдемкубс Hesperia 40 (1971) p.315, no. 12, line 17 (178/9— 179/80 p.) ded.; probably 
EI = ï here, as the spelling most usual is Поохдиаудс, e.g. I1? 2237.134 (230—235 p.) (L.); 
SEG 16.261 (Argos, s. IV p.); SEG 24.970 (init. s. Шр.); etc. Otherwise for Поохдтиамос 
(cf. p. 368 infra); 

22) 'A8nvasic II? 6639 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon. (L.); 

23) Порлїеа Deltion 25 (1970) p. 78, no. 42 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (cf. p.367 infra); 

24) 7ююедос II? 2478 а (in text).10 (s. Пр.) cat. fr. (2) (L.); 

25) [Га?]екос̧ ЕобМос Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 68, no. 34 (= II? 7438) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

26) Мєдлювос II? 9425.1— 2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (lost); 

27) Elay[xaywyo]ð II? 3680.2 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; 

28) 2|шеМдоу II? 2215.5 (post 212/3 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

29) *Exwevxe[(wv II? 2208.105 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (cf. no. 19 supra); 

30) Вабе(Соутас II? 1078.27 (ca. 220 p.) decree; 

31) 2оёдос II? 2239.260 (238/9 —243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

32) 'Hyeuav (= "Нубам) II? 3692.2 (ante 250p.) ded.; 

33) veloig IP 3700.8 (ante 250 p.) ded.; 

34) Тооффуе II? 3169/70.18 (253—257 p.) ded., cf. 9.032, no.9; cf. Тооффуша in II? 3147.4 
(bis) (init. s. Ца.) ded.; 

35) Тахо) 112 2245.17 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. cat, has 20005 ib. 449, Zouov ib. 
234; 

36) ёх Поовішу Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 268, no. 94 (s. I/III p.) sep. mon.; 

37) өфейото II? 4809 (s. П/Шр.) ded.; 

38) elégua Il? 4817.7 (з. П/Шр.) ded., in ib. 9 read: [Z]eofKa, cf. AE 1938, Chronika p. 17; 

39) Aewavdeudt[ov II? 4945.2 (s. I/II p.) ded.; 

40) отоолтецӛлтіс II? 8358 a (in add.).1—2 (s. П/ШІр.) sep. mon., тоёмбхоута ib. 4 (stone lost); 

41) tyevévovtog II? 9087 a(in add.).5 (s. ПЛЇЇр,) sep. mon.; but Aaguaverxws is probably not 
for Aaguavixds in ib. 2 (cf. 12.012, Notes and Corrections c), p. 233 infra) (L.); 

42) Біло (= 'Duoov) Hesperia 22 (1953) p.179, no.3, line 4 (s. Шр.) eph. cat. (normally 
only first iota is long); 

43) ebzow(ac ІР 1121.10 (305/6 p.) imperial edict, В‹В).єсо.с ib. 29; 

44) Моас II? 12222 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (lost). The name is certainly Greek, cf. L. Robert, 
Noms indigènes 1 p.234; 
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45) "Ас Ейютоубор Deltion 16 (1960) Chronika p.25, no.4 (= BCH 84 [1960] p.642) (aet. 
Rom.) sep. mon.; 

46) Аюубавос Hesperia 26 (1957) p.215, no. 63 (aet. Rom.) ded. (2); 

47) Феде(уому II? 5097 (aet. Rom.) theatre-seat; 

48) ElóXXov II? 10194.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., ib. Халошімос̧; 

49) Beudoas II? 10626 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

50) Обемлр|ёуюс Peek, AG 2, p. 40, no. 148 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

51) АМфейл Peek, AG 2, p. 34, no. 112 (date?) sep. mon. 

The reading ГАв)йує, ос) proposed іп а pryt. cat., Agora 15, p.238, no. 309, line 61 (revision 

of Hesperia 33 (1964] p. 218, no. 63) (s. Ір.), seems altogether dubious. 


Notes and Corrections: 


a) In II? 987.3, a decree dated solely on the basis of the lettering to after 150 B.C., the 
reading харейц шу (cited by Lademann p.32) probably cannot stand. Examination of the stone 
and squeezes has shown that the last letter in the line cannot be tau, but is almost certainly 
omega; the letter before it is either iota or tau, probably tau, as хаоеио( would not be a manage- 
able sequence of letters here. This would leave a reading ҳарето[у, with a rare case of E for ï as 
іп 7.011, pp.137ff. supra. And yet the possibility of reading хоол У must also be con- 
sidered, for I am not certain that the bottom stroke of the alleged E is in fact a stroke; it could 
Бе a stray mark, and the spacing of other iotas (cf. veu£vet tod in the next line) is not against 
reading iota here. Certainty is impossible, but yag{tw[v is perhaps the best reading (L.). 

b) For txoneixtew іп II? 1086.28 (init. s. Шр.?), cf. Herodian 2 (= Gramm. gr. 3.2) pp. 10 
and 570 (ed. Lentz): the v was long. Полеймос for Latin Popilius, in the eph. cat., II? 2045.15 
(post 136/7р.), has probably been influenced by other Latin names which ended in ilius. In 
I? 3703.5 (= ІС Ш, no.691) read: МаєцЦи)оу; іп 02 2103.250 (= ІС Ш, по. 1138) read: 
Хіхедос (L.); in IP 2055.14 (= IG Ш, по. 1116) read: “Елеіхібте, not 'Exvxe(óng (cf. Graindor, 
Album plate 48; Imagines? plate 49, no. 136) (cf. 32.011, p.417 infra). The correct reading 
of Hesperia 2 (1933) p.505, no. 17, line 10 is EAevoetviou (cf. photograph p.506), although 
*Edevovvetov appears іп the text through a printer's error. 

c) [II]eooeióat in the pryt. cat., Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.36, no.3, line 11 (= Agora 15, 
p. 79, по. 68) (са. 290—280), is too early and isolated to be a convincing case of EI for 1. The 
(T} we qweidar of J.S. Traill (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 14 [1975] p.90 and p.535 infra) solves the 
problem, but with an unconvincing reading. Perhaps the earlier form of the toponym was Teg- 
овібал (from Attic IIeooeóc, cf. p.535 infra). One could assume that the Пеоріда of the 
literary sources (all late) is an itacistic error of the codd., except that Traill now suggests reading 
[IIe]ooió[ot] in II? 2362.53 (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 14 p. 132, по.2), a catalog of deme names and 
demotics dated ca. 200 B. C. 


9.03 е [e] before vowels 


9.031 H written for е/. V 


In the environment before back vowels sı did not make the change from Ге") to [i] 
in the Hellenistic Period as it did elsewhere. Spellings with Н for егіп this environment 
begin in Attica in a decree of 229 B.C. or slightly later, about the same time that there 
is good evidence in public texts of the change of eu to [i'] in other environments (cf. 
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9.022, р. 195 supra). The phenomenon remains rare until about 50 B.C., and most 
of the examples which can be dated with much precision fall in the century from 
50 B.C. to 50 A.D. There are, however, certainly some examples after 100 A.D. (cf. 
nos. 27 —29), although a text of the late third century with names of festivals in -na, 
-&, and -ta is probably later than the change of £V... V to [г] and of т to [i] (no. 29). 
The spellings іп -та, -nov, etc. occur in public texts such as decrees, prytany catalogs, 
and frequently in public dedications in the phrase fj #5 'Aofjov лбүох BovAf. Some- 
times both the traditional spelling and that with eta occur in the same text (e.g. nos. 2, 
4, 11, 37 infra). The reason these spellings with eta die out after ca. 100 A.D. is that 
change of & to [i] also takes place in this environment by about that time (cf. 9.032 
infra). Actually attested in Attic texts аге: -та, -nov (accounting for most of the 
examples); -nou (cf. nos. 10, 22, 23), -то (nos. 1, 33, 37), -nw (пов.20, 24, 27), -nar 
(no. 2), -nar (no. 57). Rare instances of -nia (nos.3, 12) are probably due to hesitation 
between the traditional spelling and the new spellings with eta. 


Purely poetical artificialities (with -nvog, etc scanned as three syllables) are cases like: 
дуботіоу II? 7447.11 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 'A]ofgov 112 13172.1 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. The 
spellings like Фоутіос, Порліуос, etc. are treated in 22.032, p. 367 infra. 

Early examples of жалт оу on a fourth-century defixio do not belong here, cf. 8.03, p. 170 
supra. 

А few cases of “Hoaxdnatyg,, etc. (7.02, nos. 2, 3, 6, 10, 15, 16, p. 147 supra) on sep. 
monuments of non-Athenians might belong with the examples infra if H is for EI of "НоахАємо- 
түс rather than E of the normal Attic Ноахлєфттс. 

The use of eta seen here is the reason for the Latin transliterations like Medea, Lebadea, etc. 
There is an analogous use of H for Е/. У (which had frequently been spelled EI in the fourth 
and third centuries), but it is much rarer (cf. 7.02, p. 146 supra). 

Even in the period са. 50 B. C.—ca. 50 A.D. the traditional spellings in -EI/_V are by no 
means rare, cf. e.g.: "Agetov 124109 (ca. 50) (L.), П2 4111 (ca. 45), П2 4126.6 (non ante 14), 
123259 (18p.), 12 3268 (41p.), 123270 (41 p.), etc.; Еоеша II? 4127 (са. 14), IP 3276 (41- 
54 p.), etc. Spellings like 'Ao(ov, 1Еоа, etc. are also found in early Roman times, but only rarely 
(cf. 9.032 infra). 


Lit.: MS? p.47, note 353; Lademann pp. 29ff.; Mayser-Schmoll pp.58—60; Sturtevant p.40, 
no. 31; Gignac pp. 240-241. 


Examples (nos. 1—29 dated on fairly good external evidence): 


1) ph лХфоуо(с| П2 732.13 (cf. add. о IG II?) (229 or slightly later, but almost certainly not 
much later, cf. Pecirka, Enktesis pp. 103—104; SEG 24.128) decree (cf. 16.021g infra) 
(L.); 

2) Өеоалфос II? 1329.8—9 (175/4) decree (orgeones), evoeBijag ib. 25, tegiats ib. 16, along- 
side Legetas ib. 27 (L.); 

3) влишідтиам II? 957.5 (157/6) decree; confusion of the new -nV with the traditional -&V or 
a case of HI for v (cf. 22.031 infra); 

4) doqéáXnav II? 1055.20 (са. 100), but "Agevo[v ib. 15; 

5) "Аоїю» лбуо» Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 127, no.27, line 11 (fin. s. Ila., cf. II? 1013, of which 
this text is another copy) decree; 
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6) "Agbfjac 'Ao [aov Agora 15, p. 215, no. 267, line 14 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.166, 
no. 98, reading improved) (paulo ante 60) decree; 

7) Аїмію II? 2461.54, 55 (ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); 

8) лоотауйау Hesperia 12 (1943) p. 56, по. 14, line 22 (са. 50-40) pryt. сас; 

9) "Арію» I 4113.1 (42— 40) (L.); H? 3500.2, II? 3501.2 (fin. s. Ia.) dedications; 

10) @norfolis, "Avwovefjous I2 1043.22 (38/7) decree (L.); 

11) ловоффау II? 1051.c21 (post 38/7, ante 31) decree; лрота|Уйас on a new fragment, cf. 
Hesperia 36 (1967) p. 67 (= II? 1058.2), but Agefov ib. a4 (L.); 

12) xov[xa]vij[av -- Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 173, по. 105, line 5 (= IP 1059 [= 112 1758]) 
(ca. 40—30?) decree (cf. по.3 supra) (L.); 

13) 'Aefjov II? 1718.9, 14 (38/7 —18/7) cat. (man's name in line 9); 

14) *Aghov 02 3173.5 (post 27/6) ded.; 

15) “Аойоу II? 1721.14 (14/3) cat.; 

16) “Аойоу II? 4128.2 (ca. 9) ded.; 

17) *Aghov AJP 80 (1959) pp. 366—369 (aet. Augusti) ded.; 

18) "Agfjo[v IP 3523.1 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; 

19) *Aghov 02 3258.1 (ca. 18р.) ded.; 

20) ГЕоїнйошм II? 1967.5 —6 (36/7 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

21) “Аойоу Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 86 ff. (= II? 4209, corrected) (14—37 р.) ded.; 

22) l'eo|uavuxfjoig II? 1969.24—25 (45/6 p.) eph. cat.; 

23) Odxhous II? 1945.3 (45/6 p.) cat.; 

24) Katoaghwv II? 3535.9 (са. 57 p.) ded., but 'Agsov ib. 1 (L.); 

25) KAsoxga]rfjac Clinton, Sacred Officials p.73, no.8 (= ІІ? 4716, corrected) (са. 50р.) ded. 
(priv.); 

26) 'Agfjov II? 3919 (ca. 50 p., K. Clinton per litt.) ded.; 

27) Katoaghwv II? 3571.3 (ca. 107—117 p.) ded.; 

28) Me[ve]xá ena. 12 2776.91 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial doc. 
(reading confirmed Hesperia 41, p.71); 

29) ВаофОЭлүа IP? 3169/70.25 (253—257 p.) ded., 'AvxáAna ib. 31, alongside “Абоибуеші ib. 
25, Ағфабейа ib. 19, Афуобатеш ib. 27, etc. These late cases of H for е/. У are really 
examples of confusion of т and ev=v (cf. 8.02, по. 32, p.169 supra; 9.032 p.206 
infra). 


(Nos. 30—63 not dated witb precision): 


30) 'Aeyfja ІІ? 8361 a (in add.) (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

31) Elovyévna II? 10371 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

32) џаут]ђау II? 1935.6 (post 50) сас; 

33) "НАфос II? 8529.2 (fin. s. Ia.) sep. mon. (L.); 

34) |Коїлотюм II? 6537/8.3 (s. Ia.) sep. шоп. 

35) ФОддто II? 8988 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

36) П)удайо Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 222, no.51, line 20 (= new fragments of II? 3152, 3153) 
(s. Та.) ded., [АеВЈаб ib. 21; 

37) даёВца. Hesperia 34 (1965) рр. 125 ff., line 6 (ca. 37 aut paulo post) decree, ёлітўётоу ib. 
16, but cf. evoeBelag ib. 21 (L.); 

38) “Аойоу II? 3906.1, 5 (aet. Augusti) ded., evoeByas ib. 4, 8 (L.); 

39) Hôña Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 283, no. 157 (= IP? 9974) (ca. 10а.-10р.) sep. mon. (L.); 

40) ev]oeBfjac II? 3527.3— 4 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; 
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41) Хумівта ІІ 9293 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. mon.; it belongs here if the normal form of the name 
Хмуйвеш. was meant; but Attic texts also have Zvvfj8ea (cf. 16.021f, no. 11, p.321 infra), 
and if that was intended then this example belongs with cases of H for e/—V as in 7.02 
supra (cf. p. 147). 

42) "Aefjov I? 7030 (ca. 1—50 p.) sep. mon. (masc. personal name); 

43) "Agfjov 12 4177.1 (ca. 41р.?) дей; 

44) “Нободлүо IP? 6596.2 (post 50 p.) sep. mon.; 

45) Avoyévna II? 5660 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 

46) 'Ajofjov Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 37, no. 34, line 1 (s. Ip.) ded.; 

47) ”"Аүадбхдлү II? 7883 (з. Ір.) зер. mon.; 

48) Téma II? 2954.1 (s. Ip.) ded.;” 

49) Inscriptions on seats of Theatre of Dionysus. No indication of date, but texts with -nV 
probably from Augustan times. Тота on II? 5095, II? 5096, II? 5101.1, 112 5133, II? 5141, 
II? 5156; 1Еош on II? 5145, ІР 5130, 12 5131, but these three аге thus probably later than 
100 A.D., cf. 9.032, no.7, p.206 infra; légeva on ІР 5102, ІІ? 5093; Лабарйас on 
II? 5092, II? 5123; Avxńov on II? 5073; Mn5fjov оп II? 5104; 

50) "AguotéxAna II? 5409 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

51) Кйа II? 9005 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

52) “Нӛйа II? 9655 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

53/54) "Елифампа II? 11301 (probably late з. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

55) 'Agfjov Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 347, no. 5 (ca. 50—ca. 50 p.) ded.; 

56) Taáma II? 10988 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

57) "АлдХ уу, Avxfj[ot Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 60, no. 97 (aet. Rom.) ded.; 

58) Мғуєхойтта II? 8877 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

59) “Аойоу Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 234, no. 66 (aet. Rom.) ded.; 

60) 'AqéAna Ц2 10181.1 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

61) "Еоцію» II? 11615 (s. II p.?) sep. mon.; 

62) "Аруйо» II? 7545.2 (date?) зер. шоп. 

63) Eùyévna II? 11373 (date?) sep. mon. 


9.032 I for £/.. V 


The variant grapheme for £V. V in the late Hellenistic Period and early Roman 
times is H, as in 'Agfjov, etc., rather than I, good evidence that ға has remained a long 
e-vowel in pre-vocalic position in contrast to its alteration to |і") elsewhere (cf. 9.031, 
p.202 supra) The word ‘Yyeia is probably an exception; at least the spelling 
“Үүйа does not occur, and ‘Yyia is not rare in the early Roman Period (cf. nos.4 
and 5 infra; for ‘Yyieua > ‘Yy(e)ia, cf. 32.011, pp.416—417 infra). But other 
cases of I for юм. У are isolated in the period before 100 A.D.: such exceptional 
spellings as “Аріоу іп a dedication of the reign of Tiberius (no.2 infra) probably 
indicate that a pronunciation of et as [i] before vowels existed in some quarters by 
this time, but was abnormal; otherwise they must be explained as intended EI with 
careless omission of the E (cf. E for EI in Мєхблолс, etc., cf. 7.0111c, p.139 
supra). 
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After 100 A.D., and especially after 150 A.D., examples of I for & before vowels 
become somewhat more common, and by this time the use of H here has largely 
ceased. In the second century A.D. confusion of -ea and -ia in the names of various 
festivals becomes less exceptional than it had been up to that time (cf. по.9 infra). It 
is reasonable to suppose that є, has passed to [i] in pre-vocalic position also by this 
time. 

For a very few cases of I for e/—V before 100 B.C., cf. 9.022, nos. 5 (Aa]voíov), 14 (Еліхоа- 
ta), p. 196 supra. For BaMa on vases, cf. 9.021, no. 3, p. 191 supra. 

In metrical texts nouns in -{y are often used for ће Attic formations in -eva. Cf. evoeBin in 
II? 4762.9 (s. VII p.), II? 3632.4 (post 150 p.), II? 4218.6 (s. ПГр.) dedications; tyinv (accusative 
singular) II? 4350.2 (aet. Rom.?) ded. (priv.), where, however, it is uncertain whether a con- 
traction of Ionic бүгйүу has occurred (t is short here); etc. 

Lit.: Lademann pp. 29-31. 


Examples: Earlier than 100 A. D.: 


1) ӨддХа II? 5427 (s. 1а.?) sep. mon.; 

2) ієоіас II? 4126.12 (non ante 14) ded., "Agetov náyov ib. 6; 

3) *Alovov II? 3261.2 (14—37 p.) ded.; 

4) "Y (ag II? 4479.4 (40/1—53/4 p.) ded. (priv.); 

5) "Хуба ІР 4481.2 (85/6-94/5 р.) ded. (ргіу.), "Yyeíg ib. 11. (For examples of "Yeu, 
"Ууєїа in this period, cf. 32.011, p. 416 infra). 


After 100 A.D.: 
6) "Agiov z&yov: Deltion 25 (1970) p.197, no.3, line 1 (= II? 3630 + II? 3997) (post 150р.); 
II? 3669 (ca. 269/70р.); 12 3712.6 (s. Шр.), has Момоїом, cf. no.11 infra; II? 4222.4 (fin. 
s. IV p.) dedications; cf. no. 3 supra. 
7) légua: II? 4066.5 (ante 150p.) ded.; ЄЄрш II? 4817.7 (s. ПЛПр.) ded. (priv.), read (Z]eofía 
in ib.9, cf. AE 1938, Chronika p.17; ІІ? 5130, П2 5145, cf. 12 5131 (aet. Rom.) labels on 
theatre-seats; cf. no. 2 supra (for igna on the theatre-seats, cf. 9.031, no. 49, p. 205 supra). 
8) "Ху П2 4530.3 (s. П/Шр.), II? 4524a (in add.) (s. ПЛШр.), II? 4534 (aet. Rom.), II? 4536 
(aet. Rom.) dedications (priv.); cf. nos.4, 5 supra; "Yywíg has been changed to "Ууба in IP 
4499.6 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.). (For the contemporary instances of ‘Yy(eva, “Yyeia, cf. 32.011, 
pp. 416—417 infra). 
9) Festivals in -єїа (-00) апа-а: 
Gnoio: II? 2038.6 (cf. SEG 12.112) (са. 125/6p.) eph. сас; for the usual @noeia, cf. Indices 
to IG II p.81; to IG III p. 315; etc. 
Геоноу(жа: II? 2026.16 (116/7 p.) eph. cat.; for Геоноу(хешо, cf. Indices tc IG Ш, p. 315. 
After 200 A.D. the termination -eta frequently appears for -ta in festival names: 
Тооффуеш I? 3169/70.18 (253—257 р.) ded., also has BaofüAa, 'Attá&Ana, ‘Аёобуға, 
etc., cf. 8.02, no.32; 9.024, no.34; and especially 9.031, no.29; probably by this time the 
endings -eva, -та, and ча are all pronounced [i-a]. 
*"Entveixera ІР. 2199.27 (са. 200p.), II? 2208.105 (212/3p. aut paulo post) eph. catalogs (cf. 
9.024, nos. 19, 29). 
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For the usual spelling "Exvv(c)oua, cf. e.g. 12 2026.82—83 (116/7р.) eph. cat.; II? 3749.10 
(169/70p.) ded.; II? 2097.40 (169/70р.), 12 2113.61 (183/4—191/2p.), 12 2193.27 (198/9— 
205/6p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55) (L.); 12 2196.10 (ca. 200p.) (L.), II? 2201.62 (paulo post 
200р.), 11? 2203.68 (paulo post 200p.), II? 2237.53 (230—235 р.) (L.), II? 2242.36 (238/9 aut 
242/3 p.), I 2245.180 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. catalogs. 

But the ‘Odvuneta in 02 3161.6 (post 150р.), 2 3162.16 (post 131/2p.), ІР 3687.14, 25 
(init. s. Шр.) dedications, is probably the Attic 'OXuuzíewa with the contraction of -1&- to -&- 
(as іп "Хуєїа e “Үүісиі), cf. 32.011, pp. 416—418 infra. 

10) *Aya@éxAva Il? 13240 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.), cf. 16.021f, no.l, pp.319—320 
infra. 

11) Movoíov II? 3712.4 (s. II p.) ded., has 'Aotov, cf. no. 6 supra. 


10.00 -vowels 


10.01 The vowel t 
Phenomena involving t and ï are dealt with in various sections: 


a~ı This confusion is very rare and confined to foreign words, cf. 6.02, p. 129 supra. 

&~1 There are only a very few cases of E for 1, or of I for ё, cf. 7.01112, d, pp. 137, 139 
and 7.012, рр. 141ff. supra. E, rather than I, is frequently the grapheme for Latin ï in names 
like Tiberius, etc. іп the early Roman Period, cf. 7.0112, pp. 139ff. supra. There is almost по 
confusion between names in -(ac and -éac, cf. 7.0121, pp. 145 ff. supra. 

£v — There are only a very few cases of I for & before the last 30 years of the third century B. C., 
and EI for tis even rarer, cf. 9.021, pp. 190ff., 9.022, pp. 195—198 supra. A few words like 
Улус, М(е)/Мхіос, КМубс, etc. are exceptional, cf. 9.0211—9.0212, pp. 192—195 supra. 
Development of et from (е) to (11 is indicated by the increasing frequency of the confusion of 
et and t from the later third century B.C. on, cf. 9.022—9.023, pp. 195-199 supra. The change 
іп ev before vowels was later, and spellings like “Аріо are not common until after 100 A.D., 
cf. 9.032, pp. 205 — 207 supra. 

e~ï The occurrence of EI for i begins after 50 A.D., cf. 9.024, pp.199—202 supra. Such 
spellings are conclusive evidence for vowel isochrony, cf. 25.00, p. 385. 

то There is good evidence that т) = v by 150 A. D., cf. 8.02, pp. 165 ff. 

o~t Probably does not occur, cf. 11.03, p. 218 infra. 

9-4 This confusion is fairly rare, cf. 14.01, рр. 261—262 infra. Certain words аге 
exceptions, e.g. fjuvov for бшоу, BufAio- ~ ВфМо-, etc., cf. 14.011—14.016, рр.262- 
266 infra. 

АУ, /C_V > [j] There is very little evidence that initial or post-consonantal iota tended to 
become a consonant when unaccented: spellings like Поаоғ0с for [Igaovets, etc. are very rare, 
cf. 27.01—27.02, pp. 392—395 infra. Also against such a development in this type of iota 
are: the use of the diaeresis () over it, cf. 4.031, no.1, рр. 94-95 supra; use of EI as in 
Вахуєос̧, etc., cf. 9.024, pp.199—202 supra; spellings like В@ху for Вбхдюс, etc., cf. 
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28.01, pp. 400—404 infra. On the other hand, in metrical texts the type of synizesis seen 
in IIv6(ov (scanned as two longs), etc. is attested, but is presumably just an established poetical 
licence taken from epic, cf. 31.00, p. 412 infra. 

Jota as second element in diphthongs. The long diphthongs ть, ая, and бх were monophthongized 
to 7, œ, and à in all positions by са. 125 B.C. (т. perhaps in the fourth century), cf. 22.01- 
22.02, pp.353ff. infra. lota as second element іп the diphthongs with initial short vowel 
tended to drop in many cases when a vowel followed (cf. 10.02 infra) and in other environments 
ceased to exist as ап i-vowel with the monophthongization of the diphthong: thus ғ became [е] 
by ca. 450 B.C., cf. 9.01, pp. 172ff., and 16.01, pp.299ff.; au became [е] by са. 50 A.D., cf. 
15.013, pp. 294ff.; ov and v became identical, o. having gone to [у], in Athens perhaps before 
200 A.D., cf. 17.04, p. 337 infra. 


10.02 Intervocalic iota 


Iota occurred between vowels in basically three situations: after a long vowel, e.g. 
ларблос, латобіос, etc.; after а diphthong, e.g. "Ayala, єблоца, бореца, etc.; 
after a short vowel, e.g. “АӨтуаіос, Өгіос, локвіу, yeyovuia, IIxoAeuadc, etc. The 
subsequent development of the intervocalic iota falls into one of two patterns: devel- 
opment to a glide-vowel [VV] with subsequent deletion, e.g. "Авпуаїа becomes 
*A@nvaa, etc.; the iota remains as part of the preceding vowel to compose a falling 
diphthong which is eventually monophthongized, e.g. Пецооледс becomes [pi-re-e"s], 
with at changing from [a!] to [e], etc. There is rarely unified treatment for a given 
combination, but words tend to have their own history. Thus the development of 
6wxa(a differs from that of °АӨтуоќа; or in noriv does not lose its iota like the ou of 
Аехоуокедс. Sometimes а word may start out showing a tendency to delete iota, but 
later retain it and undergo the second type of change, cf. spellings like Пецоаедс, 
довіу in the fourth and early third centuries B.C., although au and о are ultimately 
retained. 


a) The Attic tendency to diphthongization (synaeresis, cf. 31.00, pp.411—412 
infra) caused original -фіос to develop to -@ос (two syllables) early, although 
there is no way it can be deduced from the orthography (-OIOX in pre-403 Attic 
script, -QIOZ thereafter). This ая diphthong developed to w, cf. the spellings normal 
in Roman times: Патофос, etc. There is some possibility that this simplification of 
wu before vowels occurred earlier than that of «x elsewhere, cf. Кфос twice in the 
sep. mon., 12 9143 (init. s. IVa.) (for the normal Кбиос, cf. passim in tribute lists; 
II? 9142, sep. mon. of the early third century; etc.); A@ov (= Aówov) in the state 
decree, II? 333.с25 (335/4); and лаобос, an infrequent variant for ларфцос оп 
lead pinakia identifying horses of the hippeis which have been found in the Ceramicus, 
cf. AM 85 (1970) p.210, no.115; p.219, no.284 (all this group dated s. IIIa.) (but 
eight pinakia have лаобиос, and лаофиас is on more than thirty). Cf. 22.012, p.359 
infra. The loss of iota іп nag@uoc, untedvov, etc. left two vowels in hiatus in Roman 
times. 

The development of -105, etc. was similar in Attic, but here the resulting -fjtoc 
was early shortened to -єїос, which is virtually universal in Attic when the Ionic 
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script is introduced. For the development of -&V cf. c) infra. If not due to foreign 
influence, the ethnic 'Aoyfiioc in the ded., II? 3038.5 (364/3), might be a late survival 
of the -тіос spelling; but it might also be like тоуотис, "AzoAXoqóvn, etc. (cf. 
22.011b, p.356 infra). The spelling Хом occurs on an inventory of 368/7, IP 
1425.264, where loss of intervocalic iota might be involved. For the normal Aet-, cf. 
other inventories: II? 1424а(іп add.).333 (369/8), II? 1428 (in add.).215 (367/6) (cf. 
23.011f, p.371 infra). In an inv. of the Delian amphiktyons, I? 377.17 (434—432), 
IIooióntóv apparently appears as the name of the Attic month IIootótóv, presumably 
a mistake not caused by phonological factors (cf. p.357 infra). Other fifth-century 
examples are difficult to evaluate because the Attic script -&oc, etc. could be for -ўіос 
or -£ioc. Thus it is hard to say if IIPONEIOI on three inventories is for xoovíj or 
for лооуешо, but the latter seems far more likely, as IIPONEOI (certainly for лоб- 
уко!) is attested in the same group of inventories; but it is still uncertain whether 
лооуєши, is an early example of EI for є/--У (as in Васі ос, etc.), i.e. MEdVELML 
(« лобуеос), or is лроусюл, later development of an original лосуйиом (cf. 7.03, 
no.3 h, pp. 148, 155 supra). 


Evidence for the rare -àt + V is lacking (бблоу is unattested). The man's name Побос (ап 
Athenian), attested in a cat. of the early fourth century B.C., II? 1928.20, is perhaps from ап 
earlier IIpatoc, with loss of iota similar to Хоу, A@ov just cited. 

The retention of а dissyllabic pronunciation of the -yt-, -ол- of -тіос, etc. was characteristic 
of certain dialects, notably Eastern Ionic, where it frequently is indicated by spellings like 
Тймос, Хйиос, etc. (cf. Buck, GD? pp.34—35, по. 37; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.312). Such spellings 
are also found in Attic texts of the sixth and fifth centuries B.C., but they occur in a context 
where foreign influence may be suspected. Thus Түшо occurs in а sep. mon. of a man from Teos 
of the later sixth century, cf. II? 10444 (ca. 525, cf. IGAA p.128, no.21), where the writing 
clearly has a non-Attic character. The remaining examples occur in the tribute lists, where foreign 
influence can be suspected. Thus: TEIIOI ATL 2, no.9, col.1.15 (= ІЗ 199.15) (446/5), Р 
205.10 (= ATL 2, no.15) (440/39), I? 64.17 (= ATL 2, no. A9, col. 1.127) (425/4). In other 
lists only TEIOI, e.g. I? 194.12 (= ATL 2, по.4) (451/0), I? 195.10 (= ATL 2, no. 5) (450/49), 
р 196.6 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7), I? 203.16 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1); cf. Тїос іп a sep. mon. 
of 340—317 B.C., II? 10443; Tha in а sep. mon. of Roman times, ІІ? 10442. 7онбос (for 
?оудос), graffito on a vase of Psiax, cf. ARV? p.7, no.7, may belong here (note use of Ionic 
letters), unless due to careless dittography. So also the Samian Z«íXoc of АМ 78 (1963) 
рр. 123ff., an archaic sep. mon. 

In Roman times -тһос is used for -éius in names such as Fonteius, etc., cf. 22.032, рр.367- 
368 infra. The pronunciation may have been [fon-telus] rather than [fon-te-i-us), although the 
diaeresis is sometimes used, e. g. Dovtijios, cf. 4.031, no. 2, p.96 supra. 

Spellings like "Аофюос in Roman times are artificial poetical forms: cf. 9.031, p.203 
supra. 


b) Intervocalic iota after diphthongs is extremely rare. -nora (єблоща, etc.) retains 
both iotas; it is attested in the fourth century B.C. and in Roman times, cf. 17.0214, 
p.333 infra; the influence of ot in movéw тау be suspected. For the ethnic Olita 
in one tribute list, cf. 17.0214. -elta occurs in ġvpeíta, attested in a fourth-century 
inventory, cf. 16.0211, p.323 infra. "Ayatia occurs twice in a fifth-century decree 
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and three times in a cat. of the early second century B.C.; 'Axaía is found in two texts 
of Roman times, cf. 15.0128c, p.288 infra. For poetical artificialities like биобос, 
cf. 17.0214, p. 333 infra. 


c) It is as part of short diphthongs that the greatest variety of treatment can be seen 
in intervocalic iota: 
œ + V. Deletion of iota occurs before 1, as in "АӨууаіс, ПтоХердіс, etc. for earlier "АӨтуамс; 
and in certain words: ’A@yvaia, which develops to "Автуй via "АӨуубо by the fourth century 
B.C.; аа, aiei, аїєтос, which develop to #\ба, del, detóg, sometimes with a long a (cf. 
Lejeune, Phonétique p.247 [= Traité? p.216]; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.266). Avoidance of -аос 
prevented deletion of iota in аюу or in adjectival forms like &uxata, бїхохо, etc. (because 
хаос was avoided). A strong tendency to delete iota in -ateóc, frequent suffix in demotics, сап 
be seen in the fourth and third centuries, but later disappears with retention of iota, clear from 
spellings like Пецреебс of the Roman Period. Cf. 15.0121— 15.0128, pp. 270 ff. infra. 
£v + V. Deletion of iota occurs in demotics in -euóc, in "Hooxàevórrs, and in Sweeré. There is 
a widespread tendency to delete iota in -є105, -eía, etc. іп the fourth and third centuries, but this 
is largely abandoned later. Retention of the diphthong in these cases can be seen in spellings like 
“NOs, -fia, etc. in late Hellenistic and early Roman times, and in «oc, а of Roman times. Femi- 
nine names in -eva show both the -na/-va and the -ea spellings in Roman times. Cf. 16.021а-і, 
pp. 302 ff. infra. For “АХиёюос, etc. cf. 10.03 infra. 
ot + V. Deletion occurs in Aevxovovets, Olrj8ev, both Attic demotics. Deletion in лошо is very 
frequent in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, but only before e-vowels; retention of ot in 
лом, лоюфреу, etc. prevented deletion of v elsewhere and by Roman times the ловіу, etc. 
spellings have ceased. Cf. 17.021, pp. 324 ff. infra. 
v. +V. Deletion of iota here is general. By the fourth century В.С. 06с has replaced vióc, 
and participles end in -ба. In Roman times there is a revival of vi in vióc, virtually universal 
by 50 A.D., in EDe(8vta. and probably the participles in -оїа. Cf. 18.01, 18.011—18.012, 
pp. 338 ff. infra. 


10.03 Intrusive iota 


The frequent spellings of the fourth and third centuries B.C. such as “Алас, 
Воодеш, etc. have been thought by some to be instances of intrusive iota, whether 
because of the development of a glide vowel between č and V, i.e. -ёос changing from 
(е-5) to (6755), or because of simple graphic confusion brought оп by the frequent 
deletion of iota in -&ос, -e1a, etc. It seems more likely, however, that the EI here 
indicates a closer pronunciation of Е before back vowels, and is analogous to rare 
spellings like Ңаутоф etc. of Roman times. Cf. 7.03, pp. 147 ff. supra. 

On the other hand, a comparatively rare use of OI for o before vowels, as in 
ВоиёдоошФу, ВоиӨєо, óyÓotr, etc., probably is purely graphic confusion, brought 
on by the variation in логєїу and лоєїу. Cf. 17.022, pp.333—334 infra. 

Intrusive iota after at is virtually unknown. The peculiar Өтүоайос on a sep. mon., 
II? 8894 (s. ПЛа.), might be a dittography or an indication that the diphthong was 
separated from the following o by a glide vowel, i.e. (t’e-rai//os]. Obviously a ditto- 
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graphy: биха( (1) юс, in a deme decree, АМ 49 (1924) pp.1ff., no.3, lines 1-2 
(= SEG 24.153) (са. 350); cf. elme[{e}}v in the same line. 

A type of intrusive iota may be seen in the spelling Тђиос̧, an East Ionic form attested 
in tribute lists, cf. 10.02 а, p.209 supra. 

Other cases of intrusive iota are graphic mistakes, due usually to dittography, e.g. xw- 
el{t}ol{v] АМ 49 (1924) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 10-11 (cf. SEG 24.151) (ca. 350) decree (deme). 


10.04 Treatment of intervocalic iota in metrical texts 


a) In pre-Roman texts there is little correlation between the presence or absence of 
an intervocalic iota and the demands of the metre. 
лоєїу, лоєїу. There are а good many certain cases of лбігіу among the archaic 
inscriptions, but there are also two certain instances of xóviv: 
локе-: 12817 (ca. 550?) ded.; IGAA p.139, no:48 (= SEG 10.4522) (са. 540?) sep. mon.; 
12540 (= DAA p.33, no.31; cf. FH no. 172) (ca. 500?) ded.; IGAA p. 122, по.14 (= GVI 1, 
p. 46, no. 161, SEG 21.199) (ca. 510—500) sep..mon.; 12 522 (s. Ма.?) graffito; DAA p.168, 
no.150 (= 521 + 12722) (init. s. Уа.) ded.; probably: éxolecev фдос in IGAA р. 130, 
no. 26 (ca. 500) sep. mon.; other cases uncertain. 
ло: JJGAA p.127, no.19 (= GVI 1, p.25, по.72; 12 983, corrected) (са. 525?) вер. mon.: 
руЁра | emote; Фе following signature "Ev6oioc xat тбуб” Елобв may also have been intended as 
a metrical colon (énow); ІЗ 826 (= LSAG p.370, no.29) (475-450?) ded.: Ебфошу če- 
NOHO ох 4байс Пбокос (cf. 33.012, p. 425 infra). 
éno|(eoev "АӨбуе, is perhaps more likely than x&áxo)eotv "AG£ve іп ІЗ 510 (= DAA p.8, no.4) 
(ca. 525-5002); the spelling 'A6évet almost certainly indicates a metrical text (ded.). 
Uncertain if verse are: énóeoev 12 820 (ante ca. 490?) ded.; there is no doubt of the reading, but 
the metrical scheme (glyconic + adoneus) is very rare іп metrical inscriptions, and one may thus 
doubt if verse was intended here (L.). 
тоё” énde Білосітрат)оХбна І? 1021 (= IGAA p.143, no. 56) (са. 550—540?) sep. mon.; here 
there is much incertainty about this last stichos, and the text may have degenerated into prose 
at the end; but if verse was intended the scansion ‘Ende seems unavoidable. 
There seems to be little attempt to employ xoeiv rather than xovetv when the first syllable must 
be short, although the spelling without iota is occurring occasionally in contemporary prose texts 
(cf. 17.0211, p. 326 infra). 


et/__V, e/__V. We must begin with the post-403 examples, in which the script is no 
longer ambiguous. 


E for е//- У scanned as long: Еӛхағоу I2 12151 (400—350) sep. mon.; ё, єбхғау ІР 10780.1, 
3 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. (known only from an early copy); ойхёос II? 4320.2 (ante 350) ded. 
(ргіу.). Here contemporary prose texts have spellings both with and without iota (EUxAeua 
more often than Ебхдєв, olxeioc, ойхЕос), and it looks as though the practices of prose in- 
scriptions have been carried over into verse texts without regard for the metre. etxAevo. occurs in 
other metrical texts, e.g. II? 5452 (бп. s. IVa./init. s. Ша.), 127195 (post 350), II? 13113 
(s. IV a.?) sep. monuments. Cf. 16.021, pp. 302 ff.; f) no. 1, p. 319; i) p. 323. 
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ev —V Scanned as short: [Ti]poretac Peek, AG 2, p.62, no. 179 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; possibly: 
Буур бу II? 4658 (s. ТУ/Ша.) ded. (priv.), uncertain if verse and scansion not entirely certain, 
cf. Mnemosyne 56 (1928) pp. 220—222. There may be another example in line 1 of the defixio, 
ІС ПІЗ, no. 108 (date uncertain, but є, for nu makes it fall in the period ca. 375—150 В.С.), 
which may be made into a good hexameter by the deletion of the word Еүф on the assumption 
that it crept in from line 3, with a scansion | Zoobo gv; if буф is kept and а heptameter is read, 
however, the scansion would be Xeobàtav. For failure to omit iota of Тшох3еіос, etc., 
although it is frequently omitted in contemporary prose texts, cf. лоієїУ supra. 

e/_V scanned as long: КХєвүбоо 127265 (post 350) зер. mon.; "Ёсехбёос Platon 9 (1955) 
pp.155ff. (= ВСН 82 [1958] рр.364-366, fig.3; SEG 16.193) (са. 370) вер. mon. (has 
KAcióflovAoc, KAsófovAos, cf. infra). Here, although contemporary texts frequently have spel- 
lings like Kìswayóga, faot£uoc, etc. (cf. 7.03, pp. 147ff.), no attempt is made to use such 
spellings to produce a long syllable. 

EI for e/—V scanned as short: бєороїс доусдМюкс ІС ШЗ, по. 108.5 (іп the period са. 375- 
150B.C., cf. supra) defixio; there is no doubt of the scansion, cf. 7.03, no.2e, рр.153, 
151 supra. 


Against all these examples in which no regard is given to the metre there are only two 
cases in which an attempt to accommodate it might be seen: 


In the sep. mon., Platon 9 (1955) pp.155ff. (= BCH 82 [1958] рр.364-366, fig.3; SEG 
16.193) (ca. 370), the name of the dead тап is written KAeióffoAoc in prose at the top of the 
stele, but KAzófoAe appears in the epigram below. But it is likely that this is mere coincidence: 
note this same text has "ЁсехӨ ос (cf. supra), and prose texts frequently contain spellings with 
both £/.—V and EI for e/—V in close proximity, e.g. MeMtéws, МєМлёос AAA 2 (1969) 
p.329, no.1 (= BCH 94 11970) p.912, no.1, fig. 57; SEG 25.255) (fin. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 
Padyoéva, oXnoéa Il? 410,18, 19 (са. 330) decree; Bevoiv, Өєоїу II? 1672.1—3 (329/8) inv. 
(L.); etc. 


We may now turn to the ambiguous fifth-century examples: 

ROQVUAVELOV on an ostracon of the 480s, cf. АЈА 53 (1949) рр.266-268, АЈА 51 (1947) 
pp. 257ff., is more than likely genitive plural of лобтаміс, i.e. novtávewv; as EI for е/ 0) is 
very rare this early, it is tempting to take this as a conscious attempt on the part of the writer to 
‘obtain a long syllable by insertion of iota, especially as the poetical form dAevenoóg occurs in the 
same text. 

pavtepv in the ded., I? 503 (init. s. Va.), is probably genitive plural of роутеќа rather than 
һаутас; although the synizesis is a peculiar one, the ignoring of the intervocalic iota in the 
scansion is the same sort of thing seen in Туохїеас, noret, etc. (cf. supra). For these two 
examples, cf. 7.03, no. 3n, pp. 151, 156 supra; 31.00, p. 411 infra. 

pvēpa 169" Alvéo софіас I? 1019 (= ІСАА p.147, no. 66) (ca. 510—500) sep. mon.; [Ajivéar 
төбе о (шо 12 1010 (ante 446/5) sep. mon. The rarity of E as grapheme for e/_V in fifth- 
century texts makes it almost certain that the Attic form of the name was Alvéac, probably in 
Р 127.2; also attested in II? 1706.69 (fin. s. Ша.) cat. The long e seen here is the same as that in 
”ЕоёхӨёос, КХЕсүдоа cited supra. 

hvóg KeqoA£oc 12571 (= DAA p.47, no.46) (460—450?) ded.; here there is some doubt 
whether the text is even metrical, or if it is, whether a pentameter or a hexameter was intended 
(cf. CSCA 10 [1977] p. 194, note 9); but if the scansion is КЕралеос, either KegaA£oc, with the 
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same metrical lengthening seen in “ЁоехӨёос cited supra, ог КефоХфос, probably a poetical 
form modeled on Вавдлос, etc. of Homer, was intended. The word cannot be a peculiar nomi- 
native, nor is it likely that E is for EI for є/ У, as E is such a rare grapheme for et/__V in the 
fifth century. КефраХаос in the inv., 12 370.7 (421/0—416/5), is certainly for КефодЕиос (like 
Вас, etc.), cf. 7.03, no. 3 m, p. 155 supra. Cf. p. 642 infra. 

a... V, о/--У. The occurrence in adjacent lines of &ixa(av and бихохообуу іп the sep. mon., 
I? 12141,5, 4 (= GVI 1, p.506, no. 1691) (са. 250?) (L.), shows the same ignoring of inter- 
vocalic iota іп the scansion seen in ТерохХЕ ас, ломУ, cited supra. There is, however, the 
difference that spellings like бихбоа, etc. do not occur in contemporary prose texts (cf. 15.0129, 
p.294 infra). 

ВеороүбүЕ(с| dvéðexev d[x]a[ox]év (хаӨЕ|уйас оп a bronze ded., I? 415 (post ca. 550, cf. LSAG 
p.68, note 1), perhaps shows extension of a common spelling in prose texts to verse without 
regard for the metre (cf. 15.0121, p. 272 infra). 


b) In texts of Roman times there is a greater tendency to use spellings which will 
accommodate the metre. There certainly are some spellings which are virtually never 
encountered in contemporary prose texts: 
alei (almost never in prose of this period, cf. 15. 7.0122, р.276 infra), alév (certainly poetical at 
Athens): ау 12 4473.21 (s. 1а.) ded. (ргіу.), ds ib. 7, аЦЕС very probably in ib. 19; aiet I 
3811.3 (ante 250p.) ded.; alév 12 13173.35 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; uncertain: aljév Peek, 
AG 2, p. 52, no. 187, line 5 (= II? 13143) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; [aie]( 126146 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. The 
spelling det is normally scanned as ап iamb (examples іп 15.0122); exceptional is: ає ЇГ 
10073.16 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 
nag x8ovi Пеуоаёос II? 12476/7.2—3 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon.; spellings of this type are virtually 
extinct by this time in prose (cf. 15.0127h infra). 
бу viai Өвс AM 67 (1942) p.31, no.30 (aet. Rom.) cat. (cf. infra); "Ageog лбуос II? 
3809.3 (s. I/M p.) ded. Spellings of this type are not found in contemporary prose texts (cf. 
16.021, pp. 302 ff.). 

Note also artificial І spellings like the following: бфуєиу II? 13125 (56/5) sep. mon., but [Кєх]оо- 
ло: d ёфуецбу, а 86) 66g in the Serapion monument, Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.246 (ca. 
220р.); yevevitaxov, белфейу IP 13129/30 (s. Ip.) SP топ.; теӨуеифс I 11491 (= AE 
1939- 41 Parartema p.7, по.24) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; Әбелреідіс II? 3709.9 (са. 250p.) ded.; 
Өад\дүдө II? 3816 (s. Шр.) ded. EI for є/ -М not in prose ас this time (cf. 7.03). 

хтотту #лбтоау / АМ 67 (1942) p.31, по.30 (aet. Rom.) cat. (cf. supra); от) Әлүу ПаоёӨ‹к›ублтс 
їбиос yau£tnc éxdnoev IP 12418 (са. 150p.) sep. mon. xotiv is virtually extinct in prose texts 
of this period (cf. 17.0211, pp. 329 ff. infra). 


There are also, however, a few unmetrical spellings in this period: 
лєлобүка ім му II? 4008.9 (з. Шр.) ded.; det 12 10073 (cf. supra); 
“Хөйуіофос ө95бреуоу 56 II? 3577.10 (ante 128/9 p.) ded.; 
ratio ёё Тобфциос? --- бїуаїо[с) II? 6983.3—4 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 
These examples show the same phenomena seen in ло1єїу, бұха(ау cited supra in a). 
"Áeaváois I 3118.7 (s. Пр.) ded.; a peculiar poetical spelling. 
Lit.: CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 178 ff.; Allen pp.70—72. 
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11.00-13.00 O-vowels 


11.00 The vowel o [5] 


11.01 Confusion of o and € 


a) In a few words an £ is assimilated to the o of an adjacent syllable; the intervening 
consonants are usually the liquids -A- and -0- (usually in clusters with a velar: -oy-, 
-ох-, -0Х-), cf. 11.011—11.013, 11.015. Assimilation to [u] probably occurs in 
Кбохуоа, cf. 11.014. Of the few remaining cases, о for є may be due to assimilation 
in: 


1) Тоілтбдоцос rf. cup of the fourth century, ARV? p. 1513, по.24 (= Mélanges 
d'archéologie et d'histoire 62 [1950] plate 6.1); for the regular ТоілтбАерос оп 
vases, e.g. ARV? p.459, Makron no.3 (= CVA, England 5, plate 28.2): Триллло- 
Хєрос, | 

2) “Офолоуібес I? 581 (= DAA p.310, по.291) (init. s. Va.) ded.; 

3) "Ogyavnt 12 2939 (same text as II? 4339) (s.'IVa.) ded. But perhaps just con- 
fusion with бруауоу. For 'Epyóv, cf. e.g. 12 561, IP 4328; 


4) "Ауфуодотис 12 682.53 (post 256/5) decree, probably just a graphic mistake; 
cf. душуодетом in ib. 57 (L.). 


The хоо(оу ov Kowal (for xooíov Еу Kova[--) in an inv., AM 67 (1942) p.19, no. 19, line 5 
(= IP 1598.29, corrected) (са. 350), is probably due to a simple dittography; the normal ywgiov 
Еу occurs passim elsewhere. 

The two examples of оіхбттс on а defixio, IG Ш.3, no. 87.a 5, a 6 (400—350?), might be 
extension of the o-vowel of composition; olxétnc occurs оп the other side of the tablet, cf. 
ib. b 1. Certainly due to variation in the composition vowel are Фбботоатос and Кеооо- ~ 
KegoeBiérmg, cf. Morphology. 

Perhaps due to confusion with vopóg is the peculiar Тргуоролейс, occurring twice on a sep. 
mon., II? 7573 (s. Пр.). The normal spellings in this period are Towepeets and Towveparetc (cf. 
16.021 a, no. 5, p. 307 infra), and the pronunciation of -peevc/-parevs was [me-e"s]. 

О. Вгопсег was probably correct in his interpretation of Хооцомі-, in а ded. of the beginning 
of the fifth century B.C., as Хофшоу, cf. Hesperia 4 (1935) p.151, no.3. А.Е. Raubitschek 
suggested Хоороу(дцс, а byform of the frequent Xgepovidys, cf. DAA p.260, no.228. The 
irregular scansion Хоороубтс probably is not а major difficulty as it falls within а category of 
metrical licences allowing names to be inserted into the hexameter, but a new fragment with the 
letters -]XPOM[-- should probably be added to the upper right, where R.S. Stroud points out 
that Хофрюу would provide a better end for the hexameter, cf. Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 153, no.8. 
For the name Хофрюу at Athens, cf. Hesperia 14 (1945) p.94, no.8, line 2 (= Р 141/2bc + 
Р 174 + new fr.; cf. SEG 10.51) (ca. 430) decree, where Хооџоу[ is probably this name; also 
Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 171, по. 20, line 9 (s. Уа.) cas. list; II? 2704.4 (s. IVa.?) mortgage horos. 

The Attic spellings are Өвүходсоу, Өєтүхӧлос̧, not 6t0xóA- as found elsewhere; for the ex- 
amples, cf. Morphology. 

It is clear that й П\тоооќа and tà Протоёоша/ГПоотобош: were not the same; cf. 40.021 b for 
examples and literature. For "Орухебс, cf. 11.012; for “іллобеюшутіс, -Bowvtic, etc., cf. Mor- 
phology. 
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b) The assimilation of o to € or vis extraordinarily rare: 

1) *Ayoetéga (= “Аүоотеоа) II? 4573.1 (са. 350) ded. (priv.); 

2) Покауеуифуа (= Ilvavoyuva) II? 2239.82 (238/9-243/4р.) eph. cat. (L.); 
but this є from Ewetv, cf. L. Deubner, Attische Feste (Vienna, 1966) p.198, note 7. 

But in I? 1367.9 (= IG Ш, no.77) read IIvavowwuvoc (cf. add. to IG III). Read 
МеМуов, not Ashiya (= AoAGQU, in the sacred law, Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., 
no. 2, line 66 (L.) (cf. 9.0212b, p. 194 supra). 

Lit.: MS? pp. 22-23, notes 112—121; Lademann р. 116; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.255. 

11.011 ófWeAóc, ófoAóc, etc. The extensive study made by М.М. Tod of these words 
and their derivatives throughout Greece has shown that after the early period the 
spelling ófioAóg (derived from ӨРЕАбс by assimilation) was reserved for the coin, 
ÓfieAóc for ‘spit’. Thus óf£Aóg means the coin іп :дойу [u£]xot тобу óßelðv in the 
early decree 12 4.12-13 (485/4); óBeX[óv may be the coin in I? 3.22 (485/4) decree 
(companion to 124), although Tod raises some doubts, cf. Numismatic Chronicle 
(series 6) 15 (1955) p.126. A still earlier example of ӨреХбс = ‘coin’ is on а mid- 
sixth-century vase, where AYOBEAO = ôv дредд, cf. ABV p.136, Group E no. 50 
(with lit.). But óBoAóg is the only spelling for the coin in the slightly later I? 6.88, 95 
(ante 460) (for the correct text of line 95, cf. B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 14 (1945] p.77, 
line C12) and other fifth-century decrees, e.g. 1? 22.13 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) (L.); 
I? 40.24 (ca. 446/5); 1279.4 (са. 425, cf. SEG 21.41); I? 140.5 (са. 420); 1299.8 
(416/5); etc. Іп I? 842.c5—6 (ante 446/5), a sacred calendar, ófeAoí refers to spits, 
but ófoAóg refers to them in another, cf. AM 66 (1941) pp. 171ff., no.1, line B8 
(= SEG 10.38; 21.27) (са. 445); these are the only examples of the words in this 
sense in the fifth century. It must therefore be admitted that the Attic evidence alone 
does not prove that ófieAóc and ӘроХбс were not interchangeable without regard to 
meaning in Athens at this time, with the ófoAóg spelling being more favored later. 

As Tod admits (cf. Lit. infra) the retention of Е in the derivatives is not entirely consistent. He 
explains the presence of є or o largely on the basis of the meaning of the derivative in question, 
i.e. ӘфеМохос from óflelóg = ‘spit’, тетоффоХос from ófoAóc = ‘coin’, but for the earlier 
period this is not as satisfactory as the traditional view which explains the o of xevtwBodos, 
биффоХос, etc. as due to assimilation, while forms like ÓwofeA(a, һшоремоу-ав well as 
дреМохос, etc.—retain the е because no o follows. Forms like дБОМоУ, etc. are usually late and 
arose after 6феХдс and ófloAóc were no longer interchangeable. 

In the various compounds such as тоиоодХоу, 6uofieA(a, etc. Attic texts have no exceptions to 
the usual spellings. 

Lit.: М.М. Tod, Numismatic Chronicle (series 6) 7 (1947) pp. 1 ff. 

Illustrative examples: 

SunBeMa: 12304A.10, etc. (410/9), 123048.43, etc. (407/6) inventories; ІР 1103.2 (ca. 
124/5 p.) imperial letter: біовеМа. 

For дифВодос of Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 13 ff., no. 1, line 10 (410-404) law-code fr., 50’ бВолоо[с 
is attractive, cf. Tod. loc. cit. p.9. 

то!ФВолоу: II? 1414.20 (post 385/4), Ц21636.30 (са. 350), 12 1672.300 (329/8), 12 1534 B. 233, 
278 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), II 1537.17, 24 (ca. 200) inventories. 
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&exfoXov: П2 1537.23 (ca. 200) inv. 

In the inv., 12 374.98 (= IG I, no. 324a) read névv ófoAóv (cf. Tod, loc. cit. p. 17) (L.). 

яриа чоу: 12 6.90 (= Hesperia 14 [1945] p.77, line C7) (ante 460) decree; IP 1414.6, 7 
(post 385/4), IP. 1642.24 (ca. 350), II? 1672.206 (329/8) inventories; etc. 

óBeMoxog: I? 313.141 (408/7), ІР 1424a(in add.).268 (369/8), II? 1425.407 (368/7), ІР 
1426.12 (post 368/7) inventories; etc. 

OPedsia: II? 1631.409 (323/2), II? 1695.14 (s. Ш а.) inventories. 

дфоддс (= ‘coin’): e.g. II? 1128.13 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities); II? 1496.61 (334/3- 
331/0), IT? 1672.125 (329/8) inventories. 


11.012 "Eoxogévtoc, 'Ooxoyu£vioc. The original form "Eoxopéviog occurs іп two 
fifth-century texts and once on a second-century B.C. sep. mon.; the assimilated 
*Ooxou£vioc first appears in the late fifth century, then reappears occasionally in 
Hellenistic and Roman times: 


"Еоуоремос: I? 103.1 (412/1) decree; II? 10036 (410—390), 12 10034 (s. Па.) sep. 
monuments. 

'Ooxouévioc: Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, line 165, cf. Hesperia 17 (1948) 
p.34, no. 17, where B.D. Meritt first suggested 'O«»x[o]uévio for the OIX. MENIO 
of the stone (ca. 414) inv.; П2 10033 (post 300) sep. mon.; II? 687.24, 39 (265/4) 
decree; II? 3160.4-5 (s. ІЛІр.) ded.; ІІ? 10035 (aet. Rom.), II? 10037 (date?) sep. 
monuments. 


In only three cases is it possible to state which of the four towns of this name is referred to: 
in I? 103 the "Еоу- spelling definitely refers to ће Boeotian town; in II? 687 the "Ору- spelling 
refers to the Arcadian one; in Il? 3160 (s. Ур.) ded., 'Ogx- refers to the Boeotian town. The 
early coins of the Boeotian town (beginning ca. 550) have E, EP, or EPX, and OPX only 
appears ca. 338; fourth-century coins of the Arcadian town have EPX (from ca. 370 B.C. on), 
and OPX only appears in imperial times. Local inscriptions from Boeotian Orchomenos normally 
have *Egy-: cf. e.g. IG VII nos.3166—3167, 3171, 3173—3175, 3180; BCH 98 (1974) p.641 
(= Deltion 26 [1971] Chronika pp. 222— 223) (all of the third century B.C.). Note both "Еох- 
and °Оох- in the contemporary text, IG VII no. 3172. A list of theorodochoi from Delphi, BCH 
45 (1921) pp. 1ff. (of the late third or early second century B. C.), uses "Oox- (p. 10, line 23) for 
the Boeotian town, 'Eox- (р. 13, line 114) for the Arcadian one. For the coins cf. HN? pp.346— 
347; 451. 

А peculiar "Ogyveóc occurs for “Еохіедс іп 126114 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.); the text is crude, 
cf. M for AA and Лёоуітос for Лёоутос (cf. 29.00 infra). 


11.013 -хбутеоос, -хбутооос, -хоутбоюу. Forms in -ябутєрос are found in 
1223.5 (450/49?) decree; П2 1649.6 (са. 350), ІІ? 1627.412-3 (330/29) (L.), IP 
1628.212 (326/5) inventories. The spellings іп -хдутооос (probably due to assimi- 
lation) occur in II? 1629.128, 145, 168 (325/4), 12 1632.6—7 (323/2) (L.) inventories. 
For the diminutive only томахоутбовоу is found, perhaps an accident of preservation, 
but in both cases the text also contains -хдутерос, cf. тоахоуторѓоу in II? 1627.16 
and II? 1628.207, inventories just cited for тріахбутерос. 
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11.014 Kégxvea, Кбохуоо, etc. The earlier Kéoxvoa developed to Кбӧрхора with 
assimilation of є to the following v (= [u]). Such an assimilation would have had to 
have arisen in Attica before v [y], unless a local form was introduced from outside. 
The latter assumption is attractive, especially as the earliest inscribed coins (ca. 450) 
have KOP, which remains normal at all periods (cf. HN? pp.325—326). The earliest 
Attic example has Коо- (cf. no.8), perhaps an accident of preservation; there are no 
more examples which can be precisely dated until the year 375/4, when two decrees 
of that year have Kog- and Keg- respectively (cf. nos.2, 9). А sep. mon. with Keg- is 
probably not much later than са. 400 (no. 1). After 300 B. C. Kog- is more frequent, 
although Keo- occurs once in the Roman Period (no. 7). 

Lit.: MS? p.22, note 116; Schwyzer, GG 1, pp. 183, 255. 


Examples: 

Kéoxvea, Keoxveaiog, etc.: 
1) 129011 (са. 400) sep. mon.; 
2) П296.6 (375/4) decree (L.); 
3) П25224.2 (375) public sep. шоп. 
4) II? 403.11 (350—320) decree (L.); 
5) 129010 (post 350) sep. mon.; 
6) 129015 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

7) 112 3944.2 (s. Ip.) ded. (L.). 
Кбохуоа, Коохооаїос, etc.: 
8) P 295.1, 7, etc. (433/2) inv. (L.); 

9) 11? 97.1, 3, etc. (375/4) decree; 
10) Koo[xvoaiov II? 574.10 (fin. s. IV a.) decree; 
11) ІІ? 2316.7, 9, etc. (ca. 166/5) сас; 
12) 12 9012 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
13) II? 9013 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
14) IP 9014 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon. 

11.015 “Алолехоууйоос, °АЛолохоууўохос̧. Four of the fifth-century tribute 
lists have the assimilated form 'AAoxoxovvfjotoc; the other spelling occurs on two 
of them and on a fourth-century inv. 

*Alwnexowvijaws: ІЗ 195.26 (= ATL 2, no.5, col. 5.14) (450/49); I2 210.8 (= ATL 2, по.20) 
(435/4); cf. РА|ЧХоіле(х|оуу(Дою on lost fragment B of II? 1443.97 (344/3) inv. 
"АХоломоууї стос: 12 199, col.5.25 (= ATL2, no.9, col.5.18) (446/5); 12 218, col.3.44 
(= ATL 2, no.25, col.3.53) (430/29); P 63.147 (= ATL 2, по. А9, col. 3.83) (425/4); I? 220, 
col. 3.23 (= ATL 2, no. 34, col. 2.77) (421/0). 


11.02 Confusion of o and v 


In a decree and an inventory of the fourth century (forty years apart) the peculiar 
spelling xgotave- occurs, in both cases alongside the usual spelling: 

1) 1I? 1672 (329/8) inv.: лоотауєѓа in lines 8, 11, 101, 114, 142; neutaveia in 
37, 44, 137 (L.); 
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2) II? 656.6 (284/3) decree: éxgotóvevo[a]v, but xovtaveta[v] ib. 7 (L.); 

3) A similar example occurs in an eph. cat. of 45/6 A.D., II? 1969.17, where the 
name Потом (cf. II? 1970.52, Побтаміс = the same person) is spelled Побтаміс. 

These spellings are most likely due to confusion with the common prefix лоо-. Otherwise 
they may indicate a tendency in the speech of some persons to assimilate the v to the a of the 
following syllable. The same phenomenon occurs at Lesbos (cf. Buck, GD? p. 369), but there is 
no reason to associate the two variants. 

A doubtful case of v assimilated to o is W. Peek’s interpretation of the AXozoc|Av- 
Boos of II? 10634 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. as ”АХолос Афоос, cf. AM 67 (1942) p.117, 
no.243. 

The spelling of fourth-century inventories is борфос, not борфос: cf. I? 1517.207 (353/2- 
341/0), II? 1456.49 (post 341/0). This is in agreement with the testimony of the grammatical 


literature (cf. LS] s.v. борфос). But it seems likely that [.]JóvBog should beinterpreted as a name 
“Рбифос in a dedication dated са. 570—560, сі. I? 469 (= LSAG p.77, no. 17). 

In the spelling ТрихорС оо (= Toxogvoíov) of II? 7557 (ca. 350) sep. mon. the о has been 
assimilated to the v of the following syllable; the liquid о and perhaps the x encouraged the 
assimilation. Тһе orthography of the text is quite crude: KadAvotopeyn is spelled KaAAvotopaxn. 

There is no reason to suppose the person responsible for the graffito КӨМЕ on an Attic vase 
found at Al Mina was Athenian, cf. AE 1953/54 Part 1, p. 205, no. 10. 


Lit.: MS? p.24, note 125. 


11.03 Confusion of o and 4. It seems unlikely that o and t are ever confused. The 
Аацхобтуүс in line 1 of AE 1957 p.44, no. 1 (= SEG 18.120) (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. 
is almost surely a clerical error: the stone-cutter repeated iota by mistake, left it with 
the intention of later correcting it and then forgot to do so, cf. the correct Лолохойттс 
in ib. 7. The correct reading in line 10 of Hesperia 16 (1947) p.163, no.61 is фідо- 
тїиос (L.). 


11.04 o~ov 


11.041 o~ov in Greek words. Confusion of о and ov is scarcely found in Attic texts 
in Greek words. Quite without parallel is Avovpfjóng in II? 6503.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
mon.; [u] for [o] is probably because of following [m]? The ovtov (= бтом) of II? 
1183.30 (post 340) decree (deme) is a clerical error (cf. 8.01, no.7, p.162 supra; 
42.012 infra and Koehler's note printed in IG II?) (L.). 

As personal names both Полоёбџрас and IIovAvóógag are attested at Athens: 
Подубацас: ІІ? 1753.42 (са. 330) pryt. cat.; probably ІІ? 1613.214 (353/2) inv. 
Поодчбацоас: II? 4375.2 (са. 350) ded. (priv.); Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., line 57 
(336/5) cat. In ІІ? 1446.2 (375/4) inv. ПоХббиас might be for Полубарас or 
IIovAvóógag (with О = [0:], cf. 13.022); so also ПоХубанас in II? 12484 (ca. 3502) 
sep. mon., but II? 1753 is certainly too late for О = (о). 

The name TovAvtiwv is attested from Athens: II? 1700.60 (335/4) cat., although 
the stone is now too worn for confirmation of the reading (L.); cf. PA no.12154 for 
references in literary texts to another man of this name. 
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The normal Attic reflex of -оор/__У was -бо/.. V; rare cases of -ovo/. V (e -бр/--У) are 
probably Ionisms, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.228. 


Kógn, but Кочоотобфос. Кбов: on archaic dedications and Коротобфос on sacred calendars 
of the early fourth century B.C. are ambiguous because O could be for [o] ог [o] (= later ov), 
but the value of О in these early spellings may be safely inferred from the invariable practice of 
later times. 


хбот: cf. II? 4640 (post 350), II? 4663 (s. ГУ/Ша.), IP 4690 (init. aet. Rom.), II? 4748 (s. ИПр.), 
II? 4778 (post 150р.), 24822 (са. 200p.), П2 4841.9 (fin. s. IVp.), II? 4867 (date?) all dedi- 
cations (priv.); II? 2971.4 (са. 315/4), II? 3468 (s. Ш/Па.), II? 3478.6 (post 150), ІІ? 3480.6 
(ca. 100), II? 3490.6 (ca. 50), II? 3507.3 (fin. s. Ia.), ІР 3499.5 (s. Ia.) all dedications; II? 1187. 
26-27 (са. 350) decree (deme); II? 1009.7 (116/5), П2 1028.30 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) 
decrees; etc. хобот occurs only in metrical texts, cf. II? 3674.1 (s. П/Шр.), where it is necessary 
бог the metre and is alongside several non-Attic poetical spellings; so also Кореї must be 
scanned as а spondee in the archaic ded., DAA p.10, no.6, line 1 (= 12548 + 12 663) (527- 
514); etc. 


xoveotedpos: cf. II? 4709 (s. Ia.), II? 4717 (init. s. Ip.), П2 4755 (s. ІЛІр.), ІР 4756 (s. ІЛІр.), 
124757 (date?), 112 4778 (post 150p.), ІР 4869 (date?), all dedications (priv.); II? 1039.58 
(79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree; II? 5131, ЇР 5152, П2 5153 (aet. Rom.) labels on theatre-seats; 
II? 5183.3 (s. Мр.) sign; etc. 


The spelling Кооотобфо on an altar, II? 5004 (aet. Hadriani), is a conscious archaism, cf. 
13.03, cf. p. 259 infra. 


Avooxovg(ónc: This was certainly the Attic spelling of the name, cf. II? 128.4 (356/5), IP 
478.50 (305/4) decrees; etc. (cf. Indices to IG II, p. 16, to IG П.5, p.314, to IG III, p.340); cf. 
also third-century B.C. lead pinakia identifying horses of the hippeis, AM 85 (1970) p.210, 
nos. 113ff.; Hesperia 46 (1977) р. 116, по.37. The only attestation of Avooxogldng is ІР 9476 
(aet. Rom.) sep. mon. of а Milesian. If the restoration is right, Avooxogldng in II? 218.7 (347/6) 
decree has О == ov, cf. ЕоВоМёӧтс ib. 6 and Avooxovetdngs passim al. 

The spelling of AuóoxovQox for the Classical Period must remain uncertain: Avooxdgw in the 
cat., II? 1932.15 (400—350), could be for Arooxógw or Arooxoúgw (О = [0°] frequently in this 
text). ”Аубхогу те Arooxoúgow occurs on an altar of the second century A. D., ІР 4796, where, 
however, ov is necessary for the scansion. 

The man’s personal name is always Амохорос: ЇР 2130.189 (192/3 p.) eph. cat. (certainly 
an Athenian), II? 2235.105 (226/7—234/5 p.) eph. cat. (certainly ап Athenian); II? 2245.458 
(262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat. (not an Athenian); cf. II? 2288 (aet. Rom.) small fr., probably from 
an eph. cat. 


For ”Алатобфоос «”Алатборюс, cf. 13.01, p.239 infra. 


The ethnic Zvgaxóovog has always o: e.g. II? 101.2 (373/2), II? 105 + II? 523 (cf. Hesperia 7 
[1938] p.627, no.2), line 36 (368/7) (L.) decrees; I? 1081 (= II? 10389) (са. 450? cf. LSAG 
p. 275, no. 10), ІР 10394 (init. s. IVa., but has OY = [o] elsewhere), II? 10395, II? 10398 (post 
350), II? 10390, II? 10392 (s. Ша.), II? 10396, ІІ? 10399 (s. Па.), II? 10391, IP 10393 (s. ПЛа.), 
I? 10397 (date?) sep. monuments. But the name of the city is Zvoáxovo(o)a:: Хорахобоосс 
Il? 584.6 (fin. s. IV a.) decree (for -00-, cf. 43.01361, р. 524 infra). 


Lit.: MS? p.27, notes 140-141. 
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11.042 O — OY for Latin ц/ СС (Хєко(б)убос, etc.) 


Latin u followed by a consonant cluster is often transliterated into Greek as O rather 
than OY. Thus: Каллӧруюс̧, Кботос, IIóAxeo, 'Oofavóc, “РбВосос, ХоторуЕй.ос, 
Zaxogvivoc, Уехбубос, XoXnbxuoc, ФОАВ‹ос, etc. Normally such spellings occur only 
in the earlier Roman Period and cease about A.D. 100—110; Уаторуей.ос (this is the 
only spelling of the name attested at Athens) and a late example of KaXzógvioc аге 
exceptional here. 

Very rarely the reverse occurs, OY for Latin о/ СС, e.g. IIovotoópuoc іп the eph. cat., 
II? 2193.29 (198/9--205/6, cf. Graindor, Album p.55) (L.) (cf. ib. 126, where the reading could 
not be confirmed); although in this word assimilative tendencies may be at work. Пботорос is 
also attested at Athens, cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.82ff., no.35, line 11 (= II? 1089 + new fr.) 
(ca. 132 p.) imp. document. 

In the eph. cat., IP 2103.112 (172/3 p. aut paulo post), the spelling Movvravóc may be due 
to confusion of Моуубаубс (+ Mundanus) and Моутаубс (< Montanus), the latter attested 
II? 2097.184 (169/70 p.) eph. cat. 

In certain cases O was standard іп Greek for Latin ш/. СС: ПолдХос (cf. Indices to IG III 
p. 368), corresponding to the earlier Latin spelling, cf. Poplicola (ПолдчхбХос attested, II? 4230, 
ded. of just after 50 B. C., etc.); Мбцшос (cf. Eckinger p. 61), attested II? 4170 (init. s. Ip.) ded. 

Y for u/. CC occurs in: Веуботос (two certain cases), cf. II? 1973.45 (40/1—53/4 p.), 
II? 2212.47 (init. s. Шр.); for Bevototog II? 2086.94 (163/4p.), 12 2103.77 (172/3p. aut 
paulo post) all eph. catalogs; cf. 112 12444 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.: Bevvo[voc? or tov?. Also in 
the spelling Веуботос in an inscription from Delphi, cf. Eckinger p.64. ХАГУ|РУМо" У 
(Fourmont’s reading) II? 7677 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., is probably not = Zatvevivov. Cf. 11.043 
infra. 


The following are attested in Attic texts only with the spelling OY for [u]/ СС: 

"АВомоміа, 02 4731.1 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.), has Kovgtíau; 'Aogovvuavóc, Hesperia 10 (1941) 
p.254, no.59 (з. Ip.) ded.; Тоохобубос, обүхос̧, Чоботос (cf. Indices to IG Ш p.385); 
Аоохрүис II? 9750 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (cf. 28.01, по.43); Мохубіжос (cf. Indices to IG III 
p.362); Мобудос ІІ? 1733.14 (init. s. Ip.) cat.; ОбАласс (cf. Indices to IG Ш pp.366, 384); 
“Роюотихдс, e.g. II? 2097.135 (169/70р.) eph. cat.; Хайдоюотихудс (cf. Indices to IG IH p. 386); 
Фобохос, e.g. II? 2023.33, 74 (ca. 112p.) eph. cat.; "Оробухос II? 1349.8 (138—161 p.) letter 
(of technitai?) to an emperor; etc. 


Illustrative examples: 
КоАлбоуіос: II? 4162.2 (bis), II? 4163.2 (init. s. Ip.), II? 4214 (ca. 160 p.) dedications. 
КаХлофоуюос: П2 11492 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); ІІ? 4213.2 (ca. 160p.) дей; II? 2208.133 
(212/3 p. aut paulo post), II? 2245.6, 300 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) both eph. catalogs; cf. Kagnowv- 
vios II? 2242.33 (238/9 aut 242/3 р.) eph. cat. (cf. 40.03). 
Кботиос: Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.186, no.116, line 30 (са. 20) decree, II? 4486.8 (fin. 
s. I p.) ded. (priv.). 
Кобфот‹ос: Kovgt-- II? 2138.18 (s. Пр.) eph. cat. (L.); Кодот ІР 2245.452 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) 
eph. cat. (cf. 28.01, no. 60); Kovgxía (t) II? 4731 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.). 
"ОрВамос (= Urbanus): Il? 2045.7 (post 136/7p.) eph. cat, the full name is ХомЛбаос 
"OoBavóc(!). 
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Обофогдс: II? 1348.7 (ca. 150p.) letter to an emperor (of technitai of Dionysus). 

IlóAxeo: II? 4109.2 (са. 50) ded. (L.). 

Побду[ооу: Deltion 25 (1970) p. 54, no. 1 (post 131/2 p.) ded. 

“Рӛроюс: II? 2338.65 (27/6--18/7) cat.: Гблос [Pd] оос IToAX(veóc). 

Xoxogv(s)Uiog: 122018.30 (init. s. Пр.), 12 2067.148 (154/5p.), 12 2165.14 (s. Пр.), IP 
2245.119 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) all eph. catalogs; II? 4946 (s. ПЛШр.) ded. 

Zavogvivoc: Il? 4194 (fin. s. Ip.) ded.; Хотоооуїуос (the same man) II? 4195 (fin. s. Ір.) ded.; 
Zovoove(vov: Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E35 (са. 175 p.) imp. letter. For Za- 
торуўуос, cf. p.220 supra. 

Үєхдбубос: ІР 3008.6 (ca. 112 p.) ded. 

Уєхбуба: II? 6367 (ante 50р.) sep. mon.; Хахбуёа II? 5628 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) sep. mon. 
(cf. 6.01c, p. 121 supra). 

Хємобубос: e.g. П22962.16 (s. Шр.), IP 3642 (192/3 p.), 112 3659 (ca. 200p.) dedications; 
Hesperia 29 (1960) p.29, по. 37, line 9 (ca. 170—190 p.), Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 188, line 30 (ca. 
200р.), II? 1945.96 (45/6p.) catalogs; ЇР 1814.20 (ca. 200p.), II? 1820.27 (ca. 200p.), ІР 
1832.15 (ca. 231/2p.) pryt. catalogs; II? 2017.27 (paulo post 102p.), II? 2023.4 (ca. 112p.), 
II? 2097.146 (169/70p.), II? 2106.20 (ca. 178/9p.), 12 2113.191 (184/3—191/2p.), I 2115.51 
(180/1—191/2 р.), II? 2125.16, 29 (190—200 p.), 11? 2128.215 (190— 200p.), H? 2132.24, 25 (са. 
192/3р.), П22211.5 (init. s. Шр.), 12 2235.83 (226/7—234/5p.), П2 2245.376 (262/3 аш 
266/7 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 2481.10 (ca. 200 p.) cat. fr.; etc. | 

Хєхобуба: II? 4059.3—4 (ante 128/9 p.) ded.; II? 6944 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

Lexovvd0Aa: II? 4062.4 (post 128/9 p.) ded.; II? 10978 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; Hesperia 29 (1960) 
p.29, no. 37, line 2 (ca. 170— 190p.) cat. 

Zohnzou-, XoMpuu-: IP 4157 (ante 15 p.), IP 4236.2 (aet. Augusti), II? 4237.2, 3 (aet. Augusti) 
dedications; cf. Јолліжоу on the small fragment, Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 60, no. 23. 

Zovimx-: II? 2045.7 (post 136/7 p.), П2 2051.53, 54 (144/5-149/50р.), ІР 2155.20 (= SEG 
12.115.48) (ca. 163—170 p.) all eph. catalogs; Zq[vAmt]xvavdc Hesperia 12 (1943) p.73, no.22, 
line 6 (= IP 4076 а + new frr.) (paulo post 160/1 p.) ded. 

ФоХВіос: Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 198, no. 50, line 4 (fin. s. Ia.) decree: ФОАВ оу. 

Povhovioc, PobAProg: II? 2021.13 (ante 112/3 p.) eph. сас; II? 3581.3 (ante 150p.), П2 4216.6 
(ante 205 p.) both dedications. 


In the sep. mon., 112 10163 (fin. s. Ia.), read not Хлбохиос, but [Màoxo]c Пбохос, cf. 
Hesperia 31 (1962) p. 393. 


Lit.: Eckinger pp. 58—65. 


11.043 O — OY for Latin и (Лоукімос, Лобћос, etc.) 


a) Attic Y was an unsatisfactory grapheme for Latin u because it was pronounced 
[y] or Гу"). Hence Latin и was normally transliterated OY in Attic, and the influence 
of Attic (and Ionic) was sufficient to insure a similar use of OY for Latin u in most 
Greek of Roman times. 
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Except when in very weak syllables a Latin u will normally be rendered by OY, and 
hence the normal spellings ЛоохОчос, Мовублцос, Movoóvioc, Мооибтос, Тобмос, 
"Робфос, etc. (cf. Indices to IG Ш, pp.384—386); аууоо[о]ър for annorum, cf. 
Hesperia 10 (1941) p.244, по.44 (113-120р.?) sep. mon.; Zovptováguoc, Sump- 
tuarius, both in II? 13018 (са. 50р.) sep. mon.; 'Ivyévovoc Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) 
pp. 3ff., lines E43, E56, E81, E85 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; etc. 

There are certain exceptions to the avoidance of Y for Latin u. For -ull- the normal spelling 
was -vAA-, as in ХХ, cf. II? 4103.3 (83) ded.; 12 2051, at гор (144/5 —149/50p.) eph. cat., this 
same man in 12 3194.3, П23011.10 (144/5—149/50 р.) dedications; etc.; TvAdAvog, cf. ІР 
2067.58 (154/5p.), I? 2193.123, 171 (198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55) (L.) eph. 
catalogs; II? 3163.1, 28 (post aet. Hadriani) ded. But OY was normal in -ullius elsewhere, as in 
ОбфоОМлос, etc., cf. Indices to IG Ш, p.384. There is variation between O and Y in the 
suffixes -ullus, -ulla, cf. e.g. “олда, KátvAXov(bis) II? 4159 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; ТєртоХо, 
e.g. 124072.3 (ca. 150p.) ded.; 2 2776.96 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) 
financial doc.; probably in H2 12770 (date?) sep. mon.; but Лєбходос, cf. II? 4104, ІІ? 4105 
(both ca. 71), 12 4233 (post 50) dedications. Y was also normal in Lutatius, e.g. Avt&voc 
Hesperia 23 (1954) p.254, по.36 (са. 75-61) дей; Литадіа II? 4235 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) 
ded.; but [Л]оототоубс іп Deltion 25 (1970) Chronika p.72, plate 64a (= BCH 96 [1972] 
p. 606, p. 612, fig. 52; II? 103472, in text) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. There also occur Aux (cf. 28.01, 
no. 53) Aovxéov II? 1783.40 (post 216p.) pryt. cat.; Avxíov II? 2052.30 (145/6p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
but Абхос is a native Greek name. In all these cases of Y for Latin и the vowel is before or 
after an -1(1)-, which is probably the reason for the variation from the normal OY; іп Atxvoc 
the influence of Х0хос may also have played a part. For 'AxóAvoc, Кибутос ~ Кобутос, cf. 
37.02, p. 447 infra. 

For Lucius both Aovxtog and Лебхюс were very popular (cf. Indices to ІС III, p.383); in the 
latter, EY for u has no phonetic significance, but was due to attempts to Hellenize the name by 
making it resemble the Greek word Aevxóc: note Моуубтіос alongside Лебхиос іп II? 4112 
(43 а.) ded.; etc. EY is not used for Latin и in other words with the exception of AeóxoAXoc. The 
Леох- spelling is favored in the earlier Roman Period and is rare after 200 A.D.; the Aovx- 
spelling becomes frequent in the second century and is preferred in the third (cf. Eckinger p.71). 

Note that when OY = й it may be scanned as short in metrical texts: Поубеута scanned v-v 
like Latin Pudens in the sep. mon., ІІ? 13012 (са. 150 p.?), cf. JHS 46 (1926) pp. 45—46, no.2 
and fig. 2. The text dates to about the period when there is abundant evidence of loss of quanti- 
tative distinction in vowels, although the traditional prosodic rules are normally maintained іп 
poetry in all but illiterate texts (cf. 25.00). It also has Фооторуатол, 


b) When in very weak syllables Latin u was a reduced vowel with no precise 
Greek equivalent and was normally omitted in Greek transliteration, cf. “РйүХос, 
Aév1Xoc, for Regulus, Lentulus, etc. (cf. 28.03). Where such vowels are indicated in 
Attic texts, O is the usual grapheme, cf. Пботорос Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.82ff., 
no.35, line 11 (= 121089 + new fr.) (paulo post 132p.) imp. doc.; Аёхорос II? 
1028.156 (bis) (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree (cf. 28.03); КауоМос II? 4136 
(fin. s. Ia.) ded., cf. Kirchner's note in ІС II?: this man or a member of his family in 
CIL 9, no.786 (5 В.С.): ...nnius L. f. Canul(eius) Crispus etc.; ѓу IIouóAoig II? 
3169/70.16 (253—257 p.) ded.; ПотиоХоубс II? 2164.30 (ante 180 p., сі. SEG 12.120) 
eph. саб; ПотаоХаудбс ІІ? 13217 (s. Ш/Шр.) sep. mon.; “АллоА ос Hesperia 15 
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(1946) p.234, no.66 (aet. Rom.) ded.; "АлоМиос ІІ? 1774.12 (167/8р.) pryt. cat. 
(L.) (in this word, however, the possibility of influence of "AxóAXowv also exists); 
“РотОмос, “Роте/%с Il? 4183 (ca. 50 p.), II? 4241 (са. 50р.) dedications; Hesperia 30 
(1961) p.287, no. 179 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; KJatóXav II? 4239 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; etc. 
But Паутомдлиос in II? 3300.10 (132 p.) ded. 

E is normal in Nepéguog (= Numerius), possibly an assimilation (cf. Eckinger p.68); e.g. 
Мерёюос 12 2461.97 (са. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92), IP 2462.3 (са. 50) both catalogs; II? 2468.16 
(fin. s. Ia.) pryt. cat.; ІІ? 4814 (s. ПЛПр.) ded.; II? 6439, ІР 10145 (both s. Ip.), 112 5770 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. OY occurs by exception in Novpfeltos (cf. 8.01, no.50, p. 164 
supra), II? 1832.25 (ca. 231/2p.) pryt. cat. (HP is certain, L.). Cf. Мєрєтфоюс II? 5322 (s. Ip.) 
sep. mon. The spellings in Ne- perhaps influenced by native Greek names like Neptjvuog I? 10292 
(s. Ip.) sep. mon. (but for this name Мочціуюос is the usual spelling, cf. Indices to IG III, p. 365). 
The fondness for O in the inflectional terminations -oc, -ov for Latin -us, -um is purely a matter 
of Hellenization of Latin and is not an accurate transliteration of the sounds (contrast dvv@goup 
and 'Ivyévovog cited іп a) supra). 

In certain other cases O was standard for Latin u, perhaps because of attempts to find similar 
Greek words to render the Latin; cf. Ұлбоос, Ұлбошос (cf. Indices to IG III, p. 372). 


For the dropping of OY in Тамарцо)с for Тауообоцо)с, cf. p.447 infra. 
Lit.: Eckinger pp. 58—65. 


12.00 The vowel w 


For use of Q before 403 B.C., cf. 2.01, 2.022; for Q= [o] (later ov), cf. 2.034; for о ~ «x, 
cf. 17.03; o ~w, 22.00. 


12.01 Confusion of o and o 


There are scarcely any examples of confusion between © and О (which can represent 
either [5] or (0:1) in the first texts in the Ionic script. Two cases probably dating from 
the early fourth century can probably be assigned to difficulties with the new script, 
as can a few graffiti (cf. 2.04, pp.49ff. supra); there is considerable confusion 
between the values of Q and O in the dipinti in the period ca. 460—420 (cf. 2.033, 
p. 47 supra) which may also be attributed to unfamiliarity with Ionic letters. 

After about the middle of the fourth century B. C. there are occasional examples of 
confusion of 9 and О, sometimes even in public documents. These are likely to be 
an indication that the two vowels are approaching each other in quality in this period 
after the other long o-vowel has passed from [o] to [uw]. Examples of © ~ О remain 
rather rare, in marked contrast to the papyri, in which œw and о are frequently con- 
fused by the second century B.C. (cf. 12.011 infra). The loss of quantitative dis- 
tinction in vowels made w and o fully identical, probably by 150 A.D. (cf. 25.00 
infra). There is an increase in the number of cases of confusion of 0 and О about 


224 Simple Vowels 


this time. Such confusion, however, is normally confined to a few lexical items, and 
there is no wholesale confusion of Q and О even in the third century A.D. except in 
a very few crude texts (cf. 12.012 infra). 


12.011 Confusion of о and o ca. 350—ca. 30 B.C. 


In this period confusion of Q and О is rare and largely confined to monuments of a 
fairly crude character. А number of the examples are private sepulchral monuments 
(e.g. nos.9, 11, 17, 18, 23, 24, 28, 31, 35, 36, 39—42). But there certainly are ex- 
amples on public texts, including state decrees (e.g. nos.2, 13, 14, 20, 22, 27, 30, 
33, 34, 38). In many cases there is an O or Q in an adjacent syllable, which may have 
contributed to the anomalous spelling, e.g. Михіомос, [A]&óxovoc, блос, Sawoav, 
“АлолфФбооос, Өшобфоо, 'Avtwyóvot. In others factors besides mere confusion of 
(о) and [2°] could be the explanation for the spellings, e.g.: 'AxoAXó601o0c, influence 
of 'AxoXAóÓnQoc?; confusion with derivatives іп vew- іп Мешотойтт), etc.; con- 
fusion with Aeovt- (< Ау) in Ағоутіс (this spelling also found in Roman times, cf. 
12.012 infra); tendency to shorten w/—V followed by synaeresis in 201Лос (70062) 
(cf. p.412 infra). There nonetheless remains a group of examples on public texts 
which are not of this type; especially interesting are no. 10, with three cases of O for 
О, a decree of troops and the Eleusinians of the late third century, and no. 14, a state 
decree showing both O for €2 and H for E, and dating to the year 140/39. 

The genitive Ухуолеос in the sep. mon. II? 10329 (post 350), is clearly the genitive in -єос 
current in Ionic and the basis of the later Koine genitives in -єос; cf. the non-Attic genitive in the 
patronymic “Ноахдгібео in the same text. But there are also some of these genitives in -£oc in 
a purely Attic context, cf. Холарүғос I? 7784 (ante 350), Пецооеос AM 67 (1942) p.219, 
no.6 (са. 350) sep. monuments; ӧ[:Јаббоєос̧ II? 1749.76 (341/0) pryt. cat.; perhaps AXAP- 
NEOX in the ded., 12 561 (L.), if correctly dated by Raubitschek to the fourth century (cf. 
2.04, p.51 supra). These genitives in -£og are probably not simple confusion of о and о, but 
variant morphemes, perhaps influenced by Ionic. They are also found in Roman times, when 
they are certainly just the Koine forms. Cf. Morphology. 

Confusion of 9 and О is characteristic of semi-literate texts such as fourth-century defixiones, 
cf. Kerameikos 3, p.97, no.9; cf. Peek's remarks, Kerameikos 3, p.99. Cf. the graffiti: Т|цио- 
Eév[ov Agora 21, p.40, no. F 160 (325—300); probably ли) хахобацдозу is for nie xoaxóbauov 
on another, Agora 21, р. 54, no. 615 (s. Ша.), although Lang now takes літ as subjunctive, 
which would make xaxoóa(uov a nominative; but a vocative xaxoóa (qu is also attested. 

Lit: MS? p.24, note 128; p.138, note 1202; p.140, note 1216; Lademann pp.116, 118; 
Sturtevant pp. 46—47; Mayser -Schmoll рр. 73—76. 


Examples: 


O for О, са. 350- са. 30 B. C.: 


1) Ейббтеюу II? 1582.52 (= Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no. 16) (342/1) inv. (of mines) (L.). 
Ебботеом in II? 1583.21 (са. 350) and Hesperia 19, p. 267, no. 21, line 19 (350—300); 

2) "Арлоахютбу H? 403.9 (350—320) decree (L.); 

3) 'AXonexijüev Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 257, no. 5 (fin. s. IVa.) ded.; 
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4) добое for дбає, II? 1362.14 (fin. s. IV a.) edict issued by a priest; 

5) ?одосІВ 1956.123 (fin. s. IV a.) cat.; see also a), Notes and Corrections infra; 

6) бу for Фу ІІ? 1265.11 (ca. 300) decree (eranistai); 

7) АвоутіСІВ 1534 A.93 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (L.); 

8) Tipov Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 59, no. 17, line 7 (265 —250) pryt. cat.; 

9) алёбохау II? 12141.8 (= СУ! 1, p. 506, no. 1691) (ca. 250?) sep. mon. (in verse, w neces- 
sary for the scansion). Really ca. 250 B. C.? cf. muu, cf. 9.022, no. 15; and at scanned as 
short, cf. 10.04a, p.213 supra (L.); 

10) тбу for тбуу II? 1299.11 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), лаооуүедЛЕтосау ib. 
40, бодбс ib. 48 (L.); 

11) Губил H? 11024 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 

12) бло[о)фасќотос (adverb) II? 1323.9 — 10 (197/6) decree (thiasotai); 

13) Téxvova Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) р. 147, no. 82, line 2 (169/8-- 148/7) decree; 

13 а) лесі tovtov IG Il, no. 438.11 (= II? 984) (ca. 150) decree; 

14) бу for Фу Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 17, no.9, line 6 (140/39) decree, tjv for Еу in ib. line 16, cf. 
8.01, no.31; 

15) Мімоуос II? 3477.9 (post 150) ded.; 

16) töv for тізу II? 1134.106 (117/6) decree (amphiktyonic, іп Koine); 

17) Хотпоїхос II? 12746 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

18) [Ајеохоуос II? 6646.2 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; crude, сі. Ларлрёос ib. 3. 


Doubtful examples: 


19) Лєбфіос II? 1927.50 (post 350) cat.; for Лебр.Лос cf. II? 1197.9 (ca. 330); 

20) dvoAóuaow II?399.17 (320/19) decree; seen only by Fourmont, cf. M. Raoul- Rochette, 
Antiquités grecques du Bosphore-cimmérien (Paris, 1821) pp. 174—179; 

21) Ухратом(дт II? 1753.4 (са. 330) pryt. cat., also: Zoovyévngs (bis) ib. 44, 45; 

22) dnayloyńy II? 550.3—4 (307/6) decree, suggestion of F. Maier in GM 1 p. 199, no. 54; 

23) Муияфду IT? 12168 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

24) Марабоміом II? 6767 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

25) €$uaootóv II? 1317.4 (fin. s. Ша.) decree (thiasotai); 

26) Хботратос Ш? 4279 (fin. s. Ша.) artist's signature; the stone has been found and now 
reads: ]1oa toc, cf. Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 69; 

27) tov for тфу Н? 1000.13 (post 150) decree; 

28) EYONYMI (Fourmont) probably = Evwvune[ts] (cf. 20.00a, p.345 infra) IP 6169 
(s. IIa.) sep. mon. 


Q for О ca. 350—ca. 30 B.C.: 


29) уеохфо(ос II? 1528.16 (post 350) inv. (very fragmentary); graphic error for vewxdgos. For 
veoxóQiov cf. II? 1672.181; 

30) Флюс Hesperia 2 (1933) p. 395, no. 15, line 2 (post 340/39?) decree; фло [с ib. 15; 

31) Убрюс II? 12600 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

32) elc Depo H? 1628.109 (326/5) inv., cf. elg Záyov ib. 119 (L.); 

33) адтфу for обтбу IP? 343.12 (323/2?) decree, for date and confirmation of reading, cf. 
SEG 24.103; 

34) cpwoav Il? 692.4 (303/2) decree (L.); 

35) *Anwiwddweo(s} II? 6347 (з. IV а.) sep. mon. (L.); 
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36) Өмөбфра Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 278, no. 154 (s. IV/IIIa.) sep. mon., crude, person probably 
not an Athenian (cf. 7.012c, р. 143 supra); 

37) 'Avuyóvo II? 1225.3 (са. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 

38) “АлоХХ6боутос Hesperia 38 (1969) p. 425, по. 2, line 81 (220/19) decree; 

39) Өєобоюќа ІР. 9668 (s. ШИП а.) sep. mon.; influence of боо, etc.?; 

40) Newotedry II? 7211 (са. 150) sep. mon. (L.); probably confusion with derivatives in vew-; 
cf. no. 41. Меботоотос in Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 242, no.47, line 50 (235/4) and Deltion 20 
(1965) Chronika p. 123 (= BCH 92 [1968] p. 773) (ca. 220). 


Doubtful examples: 
41) Мешотобтоо ІР 6221 (post 300) sep. mon., cf. no. 40 supra; 
42) TnAeqoc KevtaiBiov “НооэХефттү II? 8801 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; perhaps = Тїйєфос, but 
possibly not a Greek name (L.). 


Notes and Corrections: 


a) Examination of stones has shown that some late fourth- or early third-century examples 
of O for Q should be rejected upon consideration of the peculiarities of the hand in question. 
Some masons of this period make omega as a slightly flattened circle with rather small feet, 
probably added afterwards; such omegas may often be closed at the bottom. In some cases it is 
difficult to decide which letter should be read. In Hesperia 4 (1935) p.562, no.40, line 10, 
I would read тфу (rather than тбу, і.е. т«4»у) (L.); іп H? 1956.135 (= IG П, no. 963) the reading 
is definitely “Борбуа5 (not ‘Eguévak), and in ib.87 probably Лойхфу, ib. 105 probably 
Куфоос (but in ib. 123, the perfectly circular form of the letter seems to confirm Zou oc, cf. 
no. 5 supra) (L.); cf. perhaps tõ in II? 1261.51 (cf. 17.03, no. 6). On the other hand in Hesperia 
23 (1954) p.296, по. 183, line 39 I read Ғхаотоу from the stone rather than Ехаотоу (i.e. 
Exaotorv), for although the omega has the form with closed circle in this text, the line at the 
bottom of this letter is not an intended stroke, but a scratch (L.). 

b) Ioàetv 112 1013.13 (= IG IL, no. 476), Әшоібс ib. 23, ЕЕо ib. 42 are almost certainly not 
on the stone; a fragment of another copy of this text has been found, cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 127, 
no. 27, in which a number of omegas could easily be mistakenly transcribed as omicron. Note 
that Fourmont apparently transcribed EZAP as ёс ’Ag-, not being familiar with the form of xi 
here employed (reject also тбі ib. 10) (cf. 17.03, Notes and Corrections). Likewise the two 
copies of II? 2317 (162/1 et 158/7) often diverge, and in lines 1 and 31 the better reads GOQNT, 
not GOONT, in Чллодоюутс, making the reading ломх[%1] of line 42 dubious. In II? 2316 
(са. 166/5) the quite unparalleled number of examples of confusion of О and Q: must be due to 
the inaccuracy of the copyist, Peyssonel, who saw it in 1741; so also II? 1168 (Fourmont). 

с) II? 204.62 (= IG IL5, no. 104a): vov (L.); 112 2406.7 (= ІС П, no. 1022): Хтоофохо[о] 
(L.); ІР 1678.b 16 (= IG ILS, no. 1057 b): ta[v Хор (L.); II? 12536/7 (= IG Ш, no.3333), 
cf. Conze no. 1091, plate 223: Пофтаоуос; II? 7572 (= IG П, no. 2603): probably Nixwvoc, not 
“Аууоуос, cf. Peek, AG 1, p.18, по. 54; 112 8388.8 (= ІСІ, no.2836): © Емлоу, not бі 
Aut«d»v; IP. 905.1 (= IG П, no. 435): Zovíxov (L.); I 967.4 (= IG II, no.408): Моюуихибуос 
(L.); I? 1940.58 (= IGILS, no.952b): Atoyowv (Lattermann, cf. IG IP); іп IE? 1636.14 (ca. 
350) inv., read: Фүвүдут (L.). 

d) Ер фраМам II? 1673.8 (= ІСП Add., по.834с): the word was normally spelled with 
отера, cf. LSJ s.v. (back formation from буороћа, cf. Елфуошос, avóňeðgos), and Schwyzer, 
GG 1, рр.397-8, Wackernagel, Debnungsgesetz p.35. The w of Фохофбоос (supported by the 
position of the word in ancient lexica, cf. LSJ s.v. Фоухбс, p. 2041) is confirmed by the fourth- 
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century B. C. decree of the Salaminioi, Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 21, 49 and note to 
line 49 on p. 58 (363/2) (L.). 

е) IP 2411.16 (= ІС П, по. 1030): Фо ас, cf. Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff. and plate 119 
(281/0); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.218, no. 15, line 40, lapis: “Оуйто0(ос (reading from stone, now 
badly damaged); II? 845.6 (= IG П, no.310): бла (L.); I1? 1223.3 (= IG II, по. 592): tóv, сі. 
AE 1903, p.67. 

f) For the spelling А0боЛЕоуу (Айбодлешу in Diodorus), cf. 35.03 с. 


12.0111 о--оіп ’Qaevc, ”Оадеу, etc. The variation between omega and omicron 
in the demotics "Qatevs and "Qatev demands special treatment. The two different 
demes O(() and that with the demotics (h)oaveóc, "Оабеу, "Оабєм (hdat;in the 
late fifth century B.C.? cf. 15.0127j) have been so exhaustively discussed by S. Dow 
(cf. Lit. infra) that little other than a summary need be given here. The exclusive use 
of omicron in the demotics “Ойдеу and Ойтудєу іп fourth-century texts makes it 
certain that the fifth-century spellings ҺоёӨғу and ОёӨеу represent Ойдеу; the omega 
of 'Отувєу found in Roman times is a false archaism (examples іп 17.0213, p.332 
infra). There is therefore no reason to doubt that the o-vowel of O(t) was short, 
whatever its etymological connections, and'this shortness of the o-vowel is also neces- 
sary to explain the behavior of intervocalic iota іп Oifj0ev. 

For the other deme the most frequent demotics in the fourth century are "Саду 
and "Фаебс. The variant "Оабєу is found, but the certain examples tend to date 
towards the later part of the century, viz. II? 7824 (ca. 350—317) sep. mon.; Hesperia 
26 (1957) p.234, no.91 (paulo post 310?) sep. mon.; II? 1753.27 (ca. 330) pryt. cat.; 
II? 502.9 (302/1) decree. "Oatevs occurs once in the fourth century, in a small fr. of 
a cat., Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 174, no. 39 (part of II? 1952, fr. c, to be disassociated from 
II? 19522): Oawec. Dow thought these letters had to be for "Qouijc with an Old Attic 
use of О and E for о and т), and thus dated ca. 400 B.C., but this assumption seems 
unwarranted. The use of -EÈ in the nom. plural of demotics in -Єбс occurs in another 
cat. dated by the name of the archon to 341/0, II? 1749 (L.), and the mixture of Old 
Attic values and Ionic ones in post-403 public texts is virtually unknown (cf. 2.04). The 
Oaues of this text should be interpreted as "Осибс and is thus an additional example of 
omicron in the demotics of this deme in the fourth century. If the fragment is no 
earlier than II? 1749, it could be as late as ca. 350 B. C. The earliest fairly precisely 
dated fourth-century example of omicron would then be "Оаєбс in a deme decree of 
са. 350, AM 49 (1924) pp. 1ff., no.2, line4 (= SEG 24.152). To be rejected is the 
“Ос(деу originally read in a mining lease dated to the 3505 B. C;, cf. Hesperia 26 
(1957) p.2, no. S2, line 41 (cf. SEG 24.158). On the other hand o is well established 
in the period 403—350, viz. II? 1.42 (403/2) decree; II? 1740.48 (са. 400—350); 
Agora 15, p.36, по.15, line 24 (= 12 2370.15) (са. 360), II? 1929.15 (init. s. IVa.) 
all catalogs; 12 1617.95 (post 358/7) inv.; ІІ? 1866 (400—350) dikast's pinakion; 
II? 7823 (init. s. IVa.), II? 7831 (са. 400), II? 7816, 112 7820, 112 7825 (all ante 350), 
II? 7817 (360—350), etc., all sep. monuments. А slightly earlier case of Qoar can 
probably be seen in a cat. of 406 B.C., cf. 112 1951.219, where Абос ENQ[ should 
probably be restored as Абос Еу "OQ [aug olxa@(v)]; for the date, cf. SEG 22.53. 
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A chronological development from w to o seems indicated, especially as “Оофеу 
and "Оаєйс (rare) are the normal spellings during the Hellenistic Period (examples 
assembled by Dow, loc. cit.). Exceptional are examples of ”Qaðev in a decree of the 
hippeis of 282/1, Deltion 18 (1963) p. 103, no. 1, line 1; and in a state decree dated 
no later than 100 B.C., cf. II? 1054.25. The latter text may be an early example of a 
learned revival of the ”Qaðev spelling well attested during the Roman Period, at a 
time when there would have been no difference in pronunciation between "QaOev 
and “Осфеу (examples, cf. Dow, ор. cit. p. 171; add II? 3769.2, etc.). 

If a development w->0 is assumed, the fifth-century spellings hoateóc and "Оабеу 
should probably be interpreted as “ОолеОс and "Фабеу (examples in 42.0114). Un- 
fortunately the reading Фаїєбс on a fifth-century decree, I? 144.2 (416/5?), which 
might have confirmed this, must probably be altered to *'AJAavwg (cf. ATL 2, no. 
D23); the stone is very worn but the traces fit A better than Q (L.). 

The change from Q to O was perhaps due to a tendency to shorten the first of two long 
vowels in hiatus. The etymology of the deme name is a subject of much dispute, but an original 
omega seems not impossible, perhaps some sort of lengthened grade, cf. Frisk's remarks оп 
@(1)@ = ‘fringe’, GEW 2, р. 1143. In Attic vowel length could sometimes occur where 1 was lost 
after a short vowel in pre-vocalic position, but o usually remained short (cf. Attic xóa). But 
there is considerable variation between О and Q іп codd. in the words бу = ‘service berry tree’ 
and ба = ‘fringe’; cf. also the false archaism "(беу cited above. Cf. also 42.0114, no.2, 
р. 502 infra; 15.0127 j, p. 285 infra. 

Lit.: S. Dow, AJP 84 (1963) pp. 166—181. 


12.012 Confusion of о and o in the Roman Period 


Before about 130 A.D., Q and O are no more often confused than they had been in 
the Hellenistic Period. But after that date, and especially after 150 A.D., examples 
become considerably more numerous. Examples like Ёбоаєу (no.10), Au»vóoo 
(по. 18), албҳо (= дХбуом) (no.24), тфу for tóv (no.74), etc. combined with the 
increased frequency of spellings like Aeovtic, Zouoc, 'AxoXAóvioc, etc. leave по 
doubt that the pronunciation of w and o has become identical with loss of quanti- 
tative distinction in vowels by the second quarter of the second century after Christ 
(cf. 25.00 infra). 

But the orthography of inscriptions remains very conservative. With a few ex- 
ceptions the instances of confusion of Q and О fall into a few well defined types: 

1) Ағоутіс for Aewvtis (nos. 11, 25, 28-30; cf. Aeovác, по. 5; Леоуібтс, no. 45). For the 
derivation from the hero Aeg cf. Demosthenes 60.29 and RE s. у. Leontis. The spelling Aewvtts 
is nearly universal in pre-Roman texts (for an exception, cf. 12.011, no.7, p.225 supra) and 
is always the more common spelling in Roman times. The spellings in omicron were doubtless in 
part due to the influence of Asovt- from Асу, etc. 

The Byz. codd. nearly always have the spelling with omicron, e.g. Xen. HG 2.4.27 (where 
Boeckh wanted to read Аіаутіс), Dem. 18.84 and apparently 60.29 just cited, Plut. Them. 1, 
Arist. 5, and passim in Harpocration (the only variant seems to be at p.231 Dindorf, where one 
witness has Aew@v- for Acovt-). But two witnesses (Aug. primus and Bavaricus) preserve 
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Аеюутібол. at Dem. 58.18. As the codd. are often manifestly unreliable in these matters (the 
tradition at Dem. 18.84 gives Фереаріос just after Авоут бос, while at Pollux 8.110 we find 
Asovtts alongside ”ЕрєхдЄс, Olvíc), Blass was wise to emend to Леоут- (e.g. in Plut. Them. 1, 
followed by Ziegler in Arist. 5). 

2) Zoos for 7охдос (nos. 26, 31, 32, 35-38, 40, 42, 47-48, 50). It is tempting to assume 
that 7ойос is the correct interpretation (there is one pre-Roman example of this spelling, cf. 
12.011, no.5, p.225 supra), and spellings like Zwevdoc, ?оғдос, Zwihog show clearly that 
the iota was not silent. But these spellings with et апа” might also indicate а trisyllabic pro- 
nunciation of the word in some quarters. Hence the accentuation of these spellings remains 
uncertain. The scansion of 240(№оо as three long syllables in the ded., II? 5021 (ca. 400p.), is a 
poetical artificiality not of much value for the normal pronunciation of 2оМос, etc. (for the 
diaeresis, cf. 4.031, no. 3, p. 96 supra; for 7оёдос, cf. 9.024, р. 200 supra; for wi > oi, сі. 
31.00, p. 412 infra). 

3) Transliteration of Latin o with O instead of Q. There was a certain tendency to use O for 
Latin б once Q and O had the same sound. Of particular interest is the sep. mon. with a Greek 
text following a Latin one in which there is not a single omega, O being used even for « (no. 41). 
Especially common are: IIóXAa (пов. 1, 4, 6); ПоМХоу, ПоХмхаудс (nos. 12, 33, 46); Моо 
(nos. 9, 32); KAó8voc (no. 55). СЕ also nos. 5, 39, 41, 51-52, 72. 


Of the remaining examples many are personal names. Sometimes there is an O or 
an Q іп an adjacent syllable, e.g. 'Azx0AXóvvoc, owpewviotai, etc. (cf. nos. 2, 3, 13, 
24, 27, 53-54, 56, 60, 63, 68, 73, 75, 78, 80, 84, 86—87, 89, 96). There is evidence for 
a tendency to write Q instead of O after [i] or [e] (sometimes spelled АТ) as in Taw- 
vidys, бижолоютут (cf. nos. 77, 79, 82—83, 85, 87, 98). Of the remaining examples 
the most interesting are dÀóxyo (no.24); Ехе(уоу (no.34, an imp. letter); &booev 
(no.10, decree of Panhellenes); Ефтдхо, отоалибт (no.41); éxavaywóoxco0at 
(no.43, decree); 'OXvyuxe(ov (no.44, ded.); йхо (no.64), тфу (no.74); отооттүүфс 
(no.80, eph. cat.); Куда» (по.85, ded.). In general there is very little confusion of 
О and О in morphemes; the foregoing are rare instances. The number of texts with 
both O for О and Q for О is fairly small (cf. nos. 5/17, 11/19, 13/20, 33/75, 42/78, 
58/74, 61/92, 64/93). 

Oev for "Ofjüev is probably a false archaism, cf. 12.0111, p.227 supra. For “іллобооу- 
тіс, InnoBowvtic, etc.; genitive singular in -єос for -ews, cf. Morphology. 

Lit.: Asin 12.011 supra; Gignac, pp. 275—277. 


Examples: Before ca. 150 A.D.: 
O for О: 
1) H6)Aav IP 4234 (ca. 2) ded. (cf. 12.04, p. 237 infra); 
2) Өсдӛооос ”Аоботоууос (= *Aglotwvoc) Улбфушюс IP 10283 (fin. s. Ia.) sep. mon. of a 
non-Athenian; 
3) *Axo)Aoviov II? 8298 (s. Ia.?) sep. mon. of a woman who was "АУПОУОВА; 
4) ПбМа ІР 10156 (s. 1а.? cf. 6.05, no.14, р. 137 supra) sep. mon. (cf. 12.04, p.237 
infra); 
5) Asovas 12 1996.212 (84/5 —92/3p.) eph. cat.; there are two marks beneath the O which 
I first thought might have been an attempt to correct to ©, but finally I decided they were 
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not strokes made by the stone-cutter; Орбогос ib. 16, where it is uncertain whether the 
name is Horárius ог Õrārius (Eckinger p.53 prefers the latter); for the normal spelling 
Ообокос in Attic inscriptions, cf. II? 3164.1 (s. IIp.); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.65, по. 158 
(s. Шр.), Hesperia 23 (1954) p.282, no.178 (aet. Rom.); cf. Ооб(оюс) 12 2128.149 
(190—200 p.). This text also has Q for О, cf. no. 17 infra (L.); 

6) Tióààa II? 7703 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (of an Athenian) (cf. 12.04, p.237 infra); 

7) Еісіоу II? 2020.116 (ca. 110 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.); 

8) Tlovdéa(v) for ЛТоудбу II? 2776.16 (= Hesperia 41 [1972] pp.50ff.) (aet. Trajani, cf. 
Hesperia 41 p.476) financial doc.; stone too worn to confirm reading (cf. Hesperia 41 
p.81) 

9) Mávogos II? 3290.9 (132р.) ded.; for Maw, cf. II? 8358 а (in add.) (s. П/Шр.); cf. no.32 
infra; 

10) £booev Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.363ff., line 10 (= ІР 1088.44) (132—138p.) decree (Pan- 
hellenes); probably influence оҒЕбовау (cf. Morphology); 

11) Ағоугбос II? 2050.59 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat.; also has Q for O, cf. по.19 
infra; 

12) ПоХмоудс Hesperia 10 (1941) p.254, no.59, line3 (s. ІЛІр.) ded.; for ПоХмоудбс, cf. 
II? 1832.17, 18 (225p. aut paulo post) pryt. сас; 12 2239.67 (238/9—243/4p.) eph. cat. 
(L.). 


Doubtful (known only from early copies): 
13) @eploovos 112 1729.4 (init. s. Гр.) cat.; also has Q for O, cf. no. 20 infra; 
14) *Hoa»xoéov IP? 1761.2 (ante 150 p.) cat.; 
15) [évix] ftot évi ‘Pay II? 13133 (s. Ip.) зер. топ. very fragmentary; 
16) біовеМоам ІР 1103.2 (са. 124/5 p.) imp. letter. 


Q for O: 
17) "АфообеЙоһос II? 1996.193 (84/5 —92/3 р.) eph. cat., омуЦе0с) ib. 67; also has O for Q, 
cf. no. 5 supra (L.); 
18) Auovóocon II? 3323.2 (ante 138 р.) ded.; 
19) IIauov((6nc) IP 2050.67 (143/4р., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat.; also has O for Q, cf. no. 11 
supra. 


Doubtful: 
20) Мёоторос II? 1729.2 (init. s. Ip.) cat.; also has O for Q, cf. по. 13 supra; 
21) ebyonotwv 112 1345.4 (53/4 p.) decree (eranistai); 
22) "Елафофдейтом II? 3922 (s. Ip.?) ded.; 
23) "Обурліф II? 3356.4 (132 p.) ded. 


Ca. 150 A.D. and later: 


О for 9: 
24) дохо for 03буо II? 12418.2 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon., crude orthography, сі. склу ib. 1; 
by this time QI and Q are identical, hence О for ОЇ; 
25) Аеоухббос II? 2065.64 (150/1 p.) eph. cat.; Zorfjouxoc ib. 112; МараӨбуюс ib. 18; 
26) Z]o(Xov Hesperia 11 (1942) p.75, no. 39, line 1 (ca. 150p.) cat. (L.); 
27) `АлолАбмос II? 2066.18 (inter 150— 160p.) eph. cat.; 
28) Аеоутібос II? 2084.8 (post 150p.) eph. cat.; 
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29) Лєомтідос II? 2085.38 (161/2р.) eph. cat.; 

30) Леоутібос II? 2086.71 (163/4p.) eph. cat.; 

31) ?одос (20105?) II? 2094.129 (са. 166/7p.) eph. cat.; on reverse of stone (Kirchner's 
reading), in a different hand from obverse and perhaps from a different date; 2306 ib. 55 
(L., 55 only); 

32) 7о/ос II? 2097.260 (169/70 p.) eph. cat., Молор ib. 13-14, cf. no. 9 supra; 

33) TloAMwv ІР 2103.98 (172/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; has Q for O, cf. no.75 infra; for 
IloMow, cf. ІР 1961.71 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113), 112 2051.28 (144/5 —148/9 p.), 
II? 2068.146 (155/6p.) (1.), П2 2134.2 (ca. 195р.), ІР 2199.91 (са. 200р.), II? 2237.22 
(230—235 p.) (LJ, 112 2243.83 (post 243/4p.) (L.), П? 2245.35 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. 
catalogs; Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.174, no.106, line 8 (— II? 1757.8, corrected) (ca. 
40-30): Полу; Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, по.70, line 10 (fin. s. Пр.) pryt. catalogs; 
II? 4006.4 (= ПоХЛішу of II? 2232.6? cf. no.46 infra) (ca. 230р.); I? 4125.3 (ante 15) 
dedications; 

34) éxeivov Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E23 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; only case of О 
for Q in this lengthy text; 

35) ZoiXog Il? 2113.94 (183/4—191/2 p.) eph. cat; 

36) Тобол II? 2122.32 (paulo ante 190p.) eph. cat.; 

37) ?одос II? 1803.11 (ca. 205 p.) pryt. сас; 

38) Zo(Xov II? 2132.32 (са. 191/2 p.) eph. cat.; 

39) dAópo[v] II? 1805.22 (ca. 195/6p.) pryt. сас; 

40) ?одос Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 38, no. 35, line 7 (fin. s. Пр.) cat. (L.); 

41) KoAxovovío Ебтіуо (dative singular, cf. no.24 supra) II? 11492.3 ("Titulus ad s. H post 
pertinere videtur" Kirchner) sep. mon., yvnxoóo otpanórq ib. 5; the Greek text, which 
follows the Latin version, has no omegas; note other crudities such as ixovópogc ib. 4, 
TNHIIIO for уупоїо ib. 5 (L.); 

42) Тоёдос II? 2193.141 (198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph. cat., 2оМос ib. 72; 
also has Q for O, cf. no. 78 infra; cf. 9.024, no. 18, p.201 supra (L., 141 only); 

43) énavaywó[oxeo]Q0at. Hesperia 10 (1941) p.85, no.37, lines 14-15 (= П21081/5 + IP 
1116 + new fr.) (203 p.) decree, printed text wrongly gives ёлауаугф| охео|Өол, 

44) 'OXvuxtíov II? 3687.25 (init. s. Шр.) ded., alongside the correct spelling "ОХорлейюу 
ib. 14; 

45) Aleovidng II? 1783.16 (post 216 p.) pryt. cat., Лејоуіётс ib. 17 (L.); 

46) TloAMwv II? 2232.6 (ca. 230 p.) eph. cat. (= ПоХХоуу of II? 4006.4?, cf. no. 33 supra); 

47) Zothov II? 2237.108 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

48) Zoevdog II? 2239.260 (238/9 —243/4 p.) eph. cat.; cf. 9.024, no.31, p.201 supra (L.); 

49) Zeióóvi II? 3169/70.30 (253 —257 p.) ded.; elsewhere in Attic inscriptions only 2лбоуу-, but 
Хбоу- ~ Zi60v- in codd. (L.); 

50) Zono- 2 2245.234, 449 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat., has Zw(e)A- ib. 17 (L.); 

51) ‘Ovogatvavn II? 3679.7 (s. ПЛЇЇр.) ded.; 

52) фіос (= flos) II? 11606 а (in add.) (very late) sep. mon.; 

53) ’AnodAoviov II? 8179 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

54) Мтуббооос ЇГ 12116 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

55) ЮМбюс II? 11881 a (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (cf. 12.04, p. 237 infra); 

56) Tigotoyévng II? 8348 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

57) “Ноохдедтіс Il? 8564 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; text known from two independent early 
copies. 
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Doubtful: 


58) тбу (= тфу) II? 13189.21 (ca. 150 p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus; cf. «Фрам 
for уфоау in ib. 10 (Pittakes’ copy); cf. no. 74 infra; 

59) AiEoveis II? 1788.18 (174/5 р.) pryt. cat., елі оі ib. 41-42: 

59 а) Елі Вори II? 1795.34 (184/5 p.) pryt. cat.; 

60) 'AxoXXóv[voc II? 1798.21 (190/1 p.) pryt. cat., Аоіатомос ib. 8; 

61) *Ayagvews (= "Ахаоуеос?) II? 3015.1 (210-220р.) ded., also has Q for O, cf. no.92 
infra; cf. 7.03, no. 3 m, p. 156 supra; 

62) Платоуікоб II? 3694.3 (ante 250 p.) ded.; 

63) Мараббуюу II? 3677.4 (s. ПЛПр.) ded.; 

64) Яхо (= ђхо) IG Ш, no. 1397 + AM 67 (1942) p. 157, no. 332 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., also 
has Q for О, cf. no. 93 infra; 

65) "Аубооу(бтіс “Аубооуйбоу II? 10173 (date?) sep. mon.; 

66) “НоохХебтцс II? 2281.9 (aet. Rom.) eph. сас; 

67) *Hoó8ov II? 6989 (date?) sep. mon.; 

68) Уофооу(охол II? 7019 (date?) sep. mon.; 

69) Хос Вос II? 7252 (date?) sep. mon.; 

70) Уоо оу II? 9325 (date?) sep. шоп. 

71) "Нообіауоб II? 11186 (date?) sep. mon.; 

72) Хофіпос II? 6152 (date?) sep. mon. (cf. 12.04, p. 238 infra). 


Q for O: 


73) Аоообоіо II? 12367 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 

74) тфу (= тбу) II? 13188.2 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus; cf. по.58 
supra; 

75) ХФХоуос IP 2103.191 (172/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat., has also O for Q, cf. no.33 
supra; 

76) Подуходтео IP? 6780 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

77) Avxauocóvn IP 11145 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

78) tnoowpewvioral 112 2193.92 (198/9-205/6р., cf. Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat; 
but owpgoviotat ib. 36; has Zo(e)tAos, cf. по. 42 supra (L.); 

79) “Аутиоэхібос П? 2191.101 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat.; 

80) отоаттуфс II? 2203.35 (paulo post 200p.) eph. cat., bxocopewviotal ib. 12, but бохроо- 
viotat ib. 5; 

81/82) Aewoyév(ov) IP. 5950 (s. I/III p.) sep. mon.; 

83) "Аупоуйс (= 'Avtwvox(c, cf. 8.02, no.25, p.169 supra) Agora 17, p.95, no.415 (= IP 
8132) (в. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; 

84) Agwpwxiñs Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 71, no. 133 B (з. Шр.) sep. mon.; 

85) Ёүошо (= Еүово) (bis) 02 4533.2, 7 (s. Шр.) hymns in various metres, ded. (priv.); has 
other orthographical crudities; 

86) "An]dxAwve (lapis: wakwvi) Hesperia 10 (1941) p.252, no.54, line 4 (aet. Rom.) ded. 
(priv.); 

87) Өсгобфооу II? 9398.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

88) Афюос IP 9618.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

89) МӨохфлоу II? 5087 (aet. Rom., post 150 p.?) inscribed оп a theatre-seat. 
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Doubtful: 
90) лооо| ортко [аута (Fourmont: Jwpenol) ІР 3971.4 (148— 150p.) ded.; 
91) Г.АФо|юбїоюс II? 1768.2 (ante 165 р.) pryt. cat.; 
92) Кошфбеа II? 3015.15 (210—220 p.) ded.; has "Axaovetoc, cf. no. 61 supra; 
93) уйсашу (= vijooov) IG Ш, no. 1397 + AM 67 (1942) p.157, по.332 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
mon., also has О for ©, cf. no. 64 supra; 
94) 'IegoE£(vov) II? 2271.5 (aet. Rom.) eph. cat.; 
95) Меуаубошс II? 6506 (date?) зер. mon.; 
96) Каолобфооу IP? 8401.2 (date?) зер. mon.; 
97) ЛооЧхедс II? 9163.3 (date?) sep. mon.; 
98) |до)єолаує| (сум (Dodwell: Јүолат[) П2 4017.3 (date?) ded. 


Notes and Corrections: 

а) O for Q: II? 2463.12 (= IG IL no.1050): “ОӘофлиос (L.) (Pittakes: "Орбліос); II? 10342 
(= IG Ш, no.2911): Ewwn- (L.); ІЗ 2052.94 (= IG Ш, no. 1114): Ебүуфроу (L.); II? 2959.9 
(= IG Ш, no. 731): елеофтцио (L.); II 1771.4 (= IG Ш, no. 1027): baAnoéos, cf. Hesperia 17 
(1948) p.37, no. 22; II? 3634.3 (= IG Ш, no. 902): Gepvó (L.); II? 2102.26 (= ІС Ш, no. 1137) 
lapis: UN which in a text with omega of the form could be either Леюутс or Aeovtíc (L.); 
П21801.7 (= IG Ш, no. 1047) lapis: x^vvpoc, where the top part of a circle could be part of either 
О or O (LJ; Ш 1770.13 (= IG ПІ, no. 1067): [Z)óoavóoos (L.); I? 2478 а (in text).10 (= AE 
1896 p.43, по.34): 2ювдос (L.); ІР 5628: Zexium (not Zooiym) (L.); ІР 1826.14 (= IG III, 
no. 1056) Kirchner: Елфуорос, ib. 35: NevxomóAeoc (L.); 122215.5 (= ІСШ, no.1180) 
reading is: 7|юв дон (L.); IP 2235.119 (= ІС Ш, по. 1192) Kirchner: Ебүүфрюу (L.); II? 
2245.155 (= ІС Ш, по.1202): Zwmf (L.); I? 3676.3 (= IG Ш, no.829) M. Frankel: Maga- 
Воукоу; II? 5209 (= IG Ш, no.389) quite uncertain if TO[NJEEBAZTON for tov оєбаотоу 
or t&v сеВаот‹б»у; IG Ш, no. 1656 dates s. IV ante and reads -&ogov. 

b) Q for О: 12 8171.4 (= IGI, no.2143): Фи\їноуос (LJ); П2 2111/12.17 (= IG III, 
по. 1144) Boeckh: 'IoogíAov; II? 5325.2 (= IG Ш, no. 1501): "Адроуеос (L.); 1129531 (= ІС 
Ш, no. 2167): Фолахоѓоуос (cf. Hesperia 17 [1948] p. 49, no. 50). 

с) Ааршуеихос II? 9087a (in add.).2 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; probably not for Aaguav(e)uxóc 
(although бүЕшуосутос occurs ib. 5, cf. 9.024, no.41, p.201 supra). Perhaps an abbreviated 
form of Aagia fj xat Мекхфс as suggested by J. Shelton; ог Aagía Nevxdic (= Мекхофс) with 
genitive of mother's name as suggested by Peek, AG 1, p.21, по.67 (L.). 


12.02 Confusion of О and А 


а) A very few texts contain examples of A for Q, but they are probably just graphic 
mistakes: 
1) Мащцахтпомо[с II? 1670.34 (cf. Lattermann, Bauinschriften p.48) (са. 330) inv.; А in- 
scribed wrongly because of two A's earlier in the word? otherwise a sort of assimilation (this 
text has ovyeagas, cf. 41.011, no. 38; -xoret, cf. 17.022, no. 6); 
2) ZOYNIEIAZ (= Zovvi£oc) Il? 7434 (ca. 350) sep. топ. but this part of the text crudely 
inscribed, cf. Kirchner's note in IG H?; cf. p. 156 supra; 


3) брохийу II? 2498.5 (321/0) loc.; probably a copying error, cf. КАТУ for KAIT at the end 
of line 12; 
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4) ХАКРАТНУ. Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 129, no.71, line 80 (new fr. of II? 910) (169/8) 
decree, cf. ХТЕФАМЛІХАЇ in ib. 26; some sort of misreading of the copy by the mason is 
probably involved, and a correction was probably intended and then forgotten (alpha has no 
cross-bar in both cases). 


The correct reading in II? 4594а (in text) (331/0) ded. is not Чеоофбутос, but Тєро- 
ффутос, cf. M. Mitsos, BCH 74 (1950) p.223 (= SEG 12.165). 


b) А small fr. of fifth-c. date has been interpreted as дЁнос "ЕрєхӨєгбє(у 12 962 
(© = O, P, 5); this interpretation has been accepted by Wilhelm (cf. JOAI 3 [1900] 
p. 98, note 6), but any attempt to explain such a tiny fragment must remain doubtful. 
The text is known only from Pittakes’ copy. If the genitive plural in -бу did occur here, 
it is possible the text was in verse and that it is a Dorism, cf. those in 6.041, p.131 
supra. 

An Athenian with the name Хйубоос is listed in a cat. dated ca. 350 B.C., cf. 
12 2385.91; from *Zá- + -аубо-, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.248. Elsewhere Zovóo-: 
Zóvóooc II? 1745.43 (360/59) pryt. cat., an Athenian; II? 665.29 (266/5, cf. SEG 
15.103) decree, a Cretan; Хоубоідте II? 4026.2 (s. IVa.) ded., Athenian. In II? 
1929.22 (= IG II, no.946) read: Т]в\о@удоо. 


с) The ethnics Medwvaiog (= Медоут, city оп the Thermaic Gulf) and Меда- 
ли, Meðáviooa (= town, today called Медама, located on the peninsula of the 
Peloponnese jutting out into the Saronic Gulf towards Aegina) must be kept distinct, 
cf. RE s.v. Methana, col. 1375; s.v. Methone, col.1384, no.5; col.1385, no.7; 
Hermes 42 (1907) p.542. MeOovaioc is clearly the ethnic of Медоут in: 12 57 (423) 
decree; Hesperia 13 (1944) p.211, no.2 (= 11255 + new fr.) (428/7, cf. SEG 24.6) 
decree; 12 216/217.52 (= ATL 2, no.26, col.2.53) (429/8), 221.36 (= ATL 2, 
no. 40, col. 3.8) (415/4) tribute lists. It may be assumed to be elsewhere, viz.: 12 9330 
(s. Va.) sep. mon.; II? 130.12 (355/4) decree; Hesperia 9 (1940) p.59, no.8, line 36 
(333/2) decree (tribe). For the other locality the only ethnics attested are: Meĝavıxń 
II? 9328.3 (з. Ша.) ѕер. mon.; ]@avica (= Me]8é&vio«»a?) II? 9329 (s. Ia.) sep. 
mon. 

d) IIatóv is the epithet of Apollo in the fifth and fourth centuries: ['A]óXAovoc 
[II]atóvog I? 310.228 —9 (429/8) inv.; 'AnóXXow IIotóv. BCH 87 (1963) pp. 603 ff., 
со1.2.52-3 (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, no.18) (375—350?) sacred 
calendar. But а ded. of the first half of the fourth century by an Athenian has ф 
Во|о4лЕ0 Полу, £xavüoX' "AzxoAX[Aov] in a verse text, cf. 124556. If Hiller's 
restoration © IIat]áv is correct in I? 516, а ded. of the early fifth c., it would provide 
a parallel for Пол@у in verse texts, a phenomenon also familiar in Tragedy, cf. 
J. Wackernagel (Lit. infra, pp. 62—63). But this text is so fragmentary that its inter- 
pretation remains uncertain (Ilatàv rejected by Raubitschek, cf. DAA p.255, 
no.225). Tlavév is frequent as а vocative in verse texts of the Roman Period: iù 
Пашу passim in II? 4473.15 ff. (s. Ia.), ің IIauàv ['AoxAnmié] 112 4509.12 (s. VII p.), 
Ф По&у *Aoxanmeé 1124514.22 (ca. 150p.) all dedications (ргіу.). Пацбу is nom. 
sing. in II? 4533.25 (s. Шр.) verse ded. (priv.); the gen. Палбуос occurs ib. 33—4, 41, 
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and in ib. 2 a voc. IIavíov accommodates the needs of the metre (this text has many 
orthographical crudities, cf. Éypauo = Éyoeo, etc.). А gen. Пофоуос occurs II? 
3809.1 (s. ПЛИр.) verse ded. 

Пашу is the only spelling attested for the hymn, but all the examples are later than 
100 B.C. and may thus not provide evidence for the spelling of this word in the 
Classical Period, cf. J. Wackernagel (Lit. infra, p.62): IIavávag 1I? 1338.10, 19 
(78/7) decree (synodos of technitai); IIav&vov 112 1078.29 (ca. 220p.) decree. Pro- 
fessional singers of Paeans are called ITavavvoxoí in II? 2963.4 (ca. 212 p.) ded. 

Cf. the man’s name Поцбмюс in 112 2345.13, 14 (ante 350) cat. Perhaps not а sep. mon. is the 
one-word text (known only from Pittakes) reading Haav, II? 12386 (date?). 

Attic spellings are: 
фаохада II? 1408.15 (post 385/4); [pjaoxwhiw II? 1445.22 (375/4) inventories. дахеїоу 
II? 1672.145 (329/8) inv.; here да- is the normal reflex of дара-, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.371; 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 121. Cf. Өйхөс оп the François vase, ABV p.76, Kleitias no. 1 
(= HBF p. 150, по. 2), identifying the seat of Priam. 

Lit.: MS? p.17, notes 83-84; p.74, note 646; p.143, note 1241; J. Wackernagel, Glotta 14 
(1925) pp. 61-64. 


12.03 Q for ov 


There is scarcely any evidence for confusion between w and ov in Attic texts. In a 
decree of the genos of the Salaminioi dated 242/1 (cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234) 
occurs the spelling “НоахХМ ос for “НоахдЕоус, cf. Hesperia7 (1938) р.9, no.2, 
line 8 (the printed text wrongly gives 'HoaxA£oc, but examination of the stone con- 
firmed the omega, L.). 'HoaxA£ogc is also recorded оп a horos of the fourth century 
B. C., II? 2610, and it occurs several times on an unpublished deme decree at Eleusis 
(fourth century B.C.). Probably some sort of morphological confusion is involved 
here, rather than actual confusion of the sounds of О and OY. Cf. addenda. 

For the occasional use of Q as the grapheme for [0:] in the Archaic Period, cf. 
2.034. The use of Q was prompted by a desire to have a separate grapheme for [0°] 
from that for [o] (both normally spelled O in the Old Attic alphabet), and does not 
indicate any confusion of the two long o-sounds. Only a single text uses Q both for 
[o] (later O, OY) and [>] (later Q), and this one case may be explained as due to 
uncertainty in the use of an unfamiliar grapheme (cf. 2.034, no.9 = 2.022, no. 2). 


12.04 О = Latin au 


The pronunciation of au as a long o-vowel in Latin had a certain substandard char- 
acter except in a few words, and the later developments in the Romance languages 
cannot be explained except in terms of a general pronunciation of Latin au as dif- 
ferent from o (cf. Sturtevant, pp. 130—132). In Greek texts the variation between 
AY and Q is normally confined to personal names and merely reflects the existence 
in Latin of two sets of names, i.e. Claudius and Clodius. Thus the “QAtog of the eph. 
cat., 112 1996.52 (84/5—92/3p.), has nothing to do with individuals known as 
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АбМмос or АбХос: there is an АФХос in line 187 of the same text. There is no trace 
of variant spellings of the КМобиос type in the numerous Attic texts mentioning 
members of the imperial family or other prominent persons bearing names of the 
KAa8voc type. That TMa and Паё\Ла were regarded as separate names can be 
seen from a text of Roman date from Lydia in which two women are named, one 
named ПФХХа, the other Па0ХЛа, cf. BCH 11 (1887) p. 454, no. 16. 

There is one important exception to this practice іп an Attic text. A dedication from 
Eleusis, II? 4109.2 (са. 50) (L.), honors an ”Аллиос KAdóvoc “Алліоу bòs ПбАХЕО, 
who must be the Appius Claudius Pulcher who was consul in 54 B. C. (= T.R.-S. 
Broughton, Magistrates of the Roman Republic 2 p.221; cf. RE s.v. Claudius, 2849— 
2853, no.297; T. Wiseman, HSCP 74 [1970] p.220). This man, always known as 
Claudius in literary sources, appears as “Ал КЛабдіос on a text recently found in 
Euboea, cf. Hesperia 41 (1972) p.128; and Ap. Claudi]us etc. has been plausibly 
restored in a Latin dedication erected in his name at Eleusis, CIL I? no. 775. There is 
no other evidence that the consul of 54 ever followed his younger brother's name 
change to Clodius, so that the occurrence of the Greek transliteration as КЭМОбиос 
is difficult to explain except as an error due to the copyist, who used himself an 
o-pronunciation of Latin au, or was confused by the existence of both АҮ and © as 
transliterations for the Latin diphthong. 

In certain cases a single form is universal. Thus for Cauponius only Колфушос is attested, 
perhaps because of assimilation tendencies (cf. Indices to IG Ш, p. 384). In Aufidius, Aurelius 
only AY occurs. For examples of АУфібіос, cf. Indices to IG Ш, p.384. Афоймос (often 
abbreviated AYP, less often AYPH, AY) is one of the most frequent Latin names in Attic texts, 
especially after 150 A.D., cf. e.g.: 1123534.2 (ante 50р.) ded.; П2 2076.11 (са. 150p.), ІР 
2086.16, 23 (163/4p.), II? 2087.6, 7, 30 (163/4p.), 112 2208, passim (AY in this text almost 
certainly always is for Абоїрлос, cf. II? 2486.15 [= man in II? 2208.76]) (212/3 p. aut paulo 
post) eph. catalogs; etc. For Faustus, Faustina, etc. AY is virtually universal, although Фбютос 
is recorded once in a text from Gytheon (cf. Eckinger p. 13); for Attic examples, cf. Indices to 
IG Ш, p. 386. 


Aulus, etc.: AUA- is normal at all periods, cf. e.g. А0Хос II? 1009, col. 4.109 (116/5), П2 1011, 
col. 6.102 (bis) (106/5) decrees; 2 1961.72 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113), ІЗ 1963.72 (13/2), Па 
1967.9 (36/7p.), II? 1996.187 (84/5-92/3р.) (has "Quoc, cf. infra) (L.) eph. catalogs; II 
2003.37 (init. s. Шр., cf. SEG 24.200), IP 2338.34 (27/6—18/7) catalogs; II? 4705.1, 3 (ante 
17?) ded.; П2 1774.14 (167/8p.), IP 1806.12 (194/5? p.) pryt. catalogs; etc. Абмос: cf. II? 
10147 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

*QÀ- is much less frequent, cf. *Qhog II? 2037.5, 6, 20 (125/6 p.) eph. cat., three members of the 
same family; "Quoc II? 1996.52 (84/5 —92/3 р.) (has АбЛос, cf. supra) eph. cat. (L.); II? 12350 
(aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

For Auruncus only ”Оробухос happens to occur in Attic inscriptions: II? 1349.8 (138—161p.) 
letter (of technitai?) to an emperor. 

Claudius, Clodius, etc.: КЛаббіос and derived names such as KAavóía, КЛаюбіауос, etc. are 
among the most frequent Roman names at Athens. In addition to the many examples in texts 
referring to members of the imperial family (cf. e.g. ІІ? 3244—12 3277), the name is frequent 
in several prominent Athenian families, notably that of Herodes Atticus (cf. e.g. II? 3596, ІР 
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3597, etc.; stemma ас II? 3594) and опе of the families holding Eleusinian priesthoods (cf. 
Clinton, Sacred Officials pp. 57—63). With the exception of the ”Алтиос КМобиос IIóXxeo of 
12 4109 (cited p.236 supra) there are no demonstrable cases of ЮМОбиос in reference to 
persons normally called КМадбюс, Note that the KAavói- names аге still very frequent іп the 
third century A.D., e.g. II? 3681, IP 4532 (both init. s. Шр.), П2 3704 (ca. 250p.) dedications; 
I? 2222.2 (217/8p. aut paulo post), 122239.175 (KXa), 224 (KAav) (238/9-243/4р.) (has 
Кхад- cf. infra) (L.), II? 2245.32, 171 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 3710 (ca. 250p.) 
ded.; etc. Кмобиос is not particularly common, but Athenian citizens sometimes bear this name, 
e.g. II? 1757.28, 51 (40—30, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] р. 174, no. 106), II? 1796.31 (186/7 p.) 
pryt. catalogs; Il? 2239.12 (Кё), 232, 233, 234 (ЮМо) (238/9—243/4p.) eph. cat. (has 
KAav- cf. supra) (L.); cf. also II? 2085.8 (161/2р.) eph. cat. Cf. KAwédia, e.g. II? 11881 (fin. 
s. Ia.), Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 279, no. 159 (aet. Rom.), IP 8027 a (in add.) (aet. Rom.), II? 12112 
(aet. Rom.) all sep. monuments of non-Athenians. 


For the variant in short о, cf. KAóótoc, II? 11881a(in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (cf. 12.012, 
no. 55, р. 231 supra). 


Cauda. А feminine name Кбба occurs on a sep. mon. (non-Athenian), cf. Neon Athenaion 3 
(1958—60) p. 11, no. 2 (= SEG 18.128) (в. ІЛІр.), but it might also be Phrygian. 


Paulus, etc.: FI@A(A)os apparently does not occur (cf. Eckinger p.13), but Паб) (ос is well 
attested. In Athens ПабХЛос occurs frequently in the early Roman Period as the name of promi- 
nent Romans, cf. e.g. 124115 (post 34), П2 4128 (са. 9), II? 4129 (ca. 9), I1? 4146 (fin. s. Іа./ 
init. 5. Ip.), ІР 4147 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) dedications. In the later Roman Period ПоФХос is well 
attested as the name of Athenians, e.g. I? 2103.129 (172/3p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; ІР 
1817.45 (paulo ante 220/1p.) pryt. cat. (L.); II? 2239.320 (238/9—243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); cf. 
IIa }0\ос II? 2089.82 (162/3 aut 164/5p.) eph. cat. 

Always AY also in IIavA(c) ivoc, e.g. 2068.124 (155/6 p.) (L.), II? 2171.3 (s. Пр.) eph. catalogs; 
Il? 1763.1 (ca. 132/3 p.) pryt. cat.; Il? 2191.62 (са. 200p.) eph. cat.; II? 1999.32 (init. з. Шр., 
cf. SEG 24.200) cat.; IIaviAeiva II? 3199.2 (s. Шр.) ded. (L.); cf. perhaps I? 3635.2 (post 
150p.) ded., where spacing favors [TlavA]Acivav. In the feminine name AY is fairly rare іп 
Attic texts, cf. laða II? 5179 (cf. Hesperia 35 [1966] p. 246, no.7) (fin. s. Іа.) ded. (woman 
was a Roman); Il? 4248.1 (s. VI p.) ded. (too fragmentary to allow assumption about her 
parentage); II? 12431/2 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (probably non-Athenian). ПФХЛа is very frequent; 
some of the occurrences are on sep. monuments of Athenians, e.g. II? 6596 (post 50p.), IP 7389 
(s. Ip.), П2 5909 (s. Пр.), II? 5623 (aet. Rom.), II? 6997 (aet. Rom.), Hesperia 26 (1957) p.221, 
по. 82 (aet. Rom.). Cf. П? 4246 (s. Ip.) ded., an unknown ПФААа is honored Бу the demos; 
ПФАс̧ (gen.) ІІ? 2959.7 (ca. 150p. aut paulo post) ded., mother of an Athenian citizen, 
married to an alien from Mylasa given Athenian citizenship; II? 2337.15 (init. s. Ip.) fr. of an 
obscure cat. of women; Hesperia 10 (1941) p.254, no. 59 (s. ІЛІр.) ded., a prominent ПОЛА is 
not an Athenian. Many examples of II@AAa аге on sep. monuments where there is no indication 
of the citizenship of the women bearing the name, cf. e.g. II? 10161, 1I? 12475 (= Hesperia 3 
[1934] p.100, по. 140), ІІ? 11826, П? 11253, 12 12030 (all s. Ia.), П2 12382, ІІ? 11937/8, 
02 11331 (all s. Ip.), I? 101612 (іп text), II? 12565, II? 10906 (all aet. Rom.); etc. Cf. also 
ПоАМтта (always has Q or O, never AY), e.g. II? 2776.101 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 (1972) 
p. 476) financial document. There is also a variant with short o, П6ХХо, cf. II? 4234 (ca. 2) ded., 
which honors the wife of the consul suffectus of 2 B. C.; II? 7703 (fin. s. Ip.) sep. mon. of an 
Athenian; lI? 10156 (s. Ia.?, cf. 6.05, no.14, p.137 sapra) sep. топ. (cf. 12.012, nos. 1, 4, 
and 6, pp. 229—230 supra). 
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Plautus, Plautina, etc.: ПЛабтіос is attested; but AY is very rare іп the Greek forms of these 
names. Only П\от- is attested in Attica, cf. ГОфтос II? 2338.73 (27/6 - 18/7) cat.; II? 2203.96 
(paulo post 200p.) eph. cat.; ПАфФтас (cf. 28.01) 12 12476/7 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; IIAoxía 
Il? 12475 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p. 100, no. 140) (s. Ia.) зер. mon.; ПЛатеїма II? 1099.16 (121 p.) 
imp. letters, Plotina above in the Latin text. 

Saufeius (cf. 22.032): AY is infrequent, cf. Хамфіїос, one of the epengraphoi on an eph. cat., 
I2 2097.276 (169/70р.); cf. [Zav]gfi(tog) ІР 2121.11 (s. Пр.) cat. fr. (eph.?). Xexpípog ПЕ 
3897.4, 8 (ca. 78, cf. Hesperia 18 [1949] p.99) ded., a prominent Roman; Zw[qf, II? 1775.45 
(168/9р.) pryt. cat., an Athenian; Уожрйеос (cf. 7.0112, p.141 supra) II? 12713 (s. III p.) 
зер. mon., probably not an Athenian. There is a variant in б, cf. Хофһһос ІР 6152 (date?) sep. 
mon. of an Athenian (cf. 12.012, no. 72, p.232 supra). 


Lit.: Eckinger pp. 13—14. 


13.00 The more recent ó-vowel (о | (later [0`]), О or OY 


A second long o-vowel was produced in Greek by certain contractions (e.g. o +o 
in voüg < vóoc) and compensatory lengthenings (e.g. Éxovot + Exovot, etc.). In the 
Attic script this closer long o-vowel is represented by O, the same grapheme as for 
inherited long o (later spelled Q) and short o; the grapheme OY is normally only 
used in those few words which contained an inherited diphthong Го"), such as обх, 
Вофс, обтос, etc. (cf. 21.00a, pp.349ff. infra for a list). But in the fifth century, 
especially towards the end of it, there are increasing cases of OY as a grapheme for 
the long o-vowel and of O for the diphthong ov, which suggests that the two sounds, 
already rather similar, have become identical. The orthography is standardized in 
favor of OY for original (0:| and the diphthong by about 350 B. C. 


13.01 О and OY as graphemes for [0°] before 403 B.C. 


Ап early text from Marathon, probably a deme decree (no. 1), three dedications of 
the early fifth century (nos.2a— b, 3), several late sixth-century and early fifth-century 
dipinti (no. 4), and earlier ostraca (no. 5) contain the earliest examples of OY for the 
more recent long o-vowel from Attica. Thereafter OY occurs occasionally in texts on 
stone, even on a few state decrees (cf. nos.7, 11, 16ab, 17, 20, and 22), of which the 
earliest is I? 22 (450/49, no.7 infra), with both фооо- and фоооо-. But the number of 
examples is small, and within a given text О is usually the normal grapheme for [о>]. 
Although the establishment of OY for [0°] is parallel to the spread of EI for [e], 
there is very little overlap between the much more frequent use of EI for [e] in the 
later fifth century and the use of OY for (о); nos. 16a and 17 (= 9.011, nos. 26a and 
29, p.175 supra) are unusual in having both EI and OY. There is also not much 
connection between the use of Ionic script and OY for (о); unusual in this respect 
are nos.9, 14, 17, and 22. But in most cases the use of OY is only sporadic, while the 
lonic script is used consistently (cf. 2.011 supra). Exceptional here is no. 17, with 
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consistent use of Ionic script and both OY and EI, and its pre-403 date is suspect (cf. 
2.011, no. 11, p.31 supra); cf. also the defixio supposedly of ca. 450 date with these 
same writing practices, Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3 (cf. 9.011, p.173 supra; Intro- 
duction p.8 supra). 


The precise phonological developments are difficult to ascertain because of ambiguities of 
the script. The sounds of the diphthong Го") and of the closer long o-vowel (о"| were close 
enough to cause difficulties among the semi-literate even without their eventual identity in 
pronunciation. The tenaciousness of О as the grapheme for [o'] and its extension to the diph- 
thong, as in Вс, dx, тбто (= tovtov), etc., by the later fifth century points towards monoph- 
thongization of ov to [o'] ог (е if the monophthongization was to [o:], the rapid increase іп 
the use of OY as the grapheme for both original ov and [o'] in the second quarter of the fourth 
century and the abandonment of O for this sound by ca. 350 might be evidence that the vowel 
has moved from (о to Ги'). It is also possible that [и`] was already a competing pronunciation 
(with (о) for the now monophthongized diphthong ov and original [o'] in the late fifth and 
early fourth centuries B. C. Others have thought that the original [o] moved towards ov, i.e. 
became а diphthong [o"], and that this diphthong then moved to [0°] by са. 350. This view 
seems less convincing, because it entails the explaining of the fondness for spellings like Body, 
тобто, etc. as due to spelling conservatism and makes ôx, бс, hard to explain. 

Other spellings were occasionally used for [о>] in the late Archaic and early Classical Periods: 
О, not an Attic letter but used in texts in Attic script, on a few early dedications, ostraca, and 
dipinti (cf. 2.034, pp. 47ff. supra); Y, very rare, probably an inept attempt at OY (cf. 13.04, 
P. 260 infra). In such large groups of ostraca as have thus far been studied, the normal spelling 
is O for [о>]; only a small percentage has other spellings, and Q for (о) is usually slightly more 
frequent than OY (cf. nos. 5, 12-13 infra; 2.034, nos.7—8, 11-12, pp. 48—9 supra). Hesitation 
between О and Y (or OY?) can be seen in the sep. mon., I? 1002 (= IGAA p.131, по.28) (са. 
510—500), where "Аутіботь has been corrected to "Аутібото; the final intention of the writer 
was probably -то, rather than -tov, as the О has been carved directly on top of the Y (cf. p.260 
infra). 

M. Guarducci has recently (cf. EG 1 p. 135) returned to the interpretation of the final letters 
of the oldest Attic text, I? 919 (са. 725?), as toto бє хоћу, rejected by Kirchner (cf. his note 
to 12247) and Jeffery (cf. LSAG p.76, по. 1). Guarducci’s interpretation is attractive because 
it places this text semantically within a common type of vase inscriptions. The isolation of the 
early example of O for the diphthong ov, while troublesome, is probably not the fatal objection, 
since [0°] and Го") are sounds easily confused. But it must be admitted that the reading of the 
last letters of the text is in considerable doubt; probably Jeffery's cautious тотодфєхААшу = to 
тобе xA (u) v(v) ?? is all that is justified. 

Another possible early case of OY for [o] in a public text occurs in one of the boustrophedon 
law-code fragments of the early fifth century, cf. |ооо in Hesperia 17 (1948) pp. 86ff., Block 
2, Face А.с6-7 (= I? 839.6-7; LSAG p.78, по.44) (500—480), which has been restored by 
some as ’Anatjoveioufs, cf. Hiller’s note іп IG P, and Sokolowski, Supplément p.10, no.2 
(= SEG 21.4). Although the restoration is subject to doubt, this is probably a case of OY for 
Го"), as -ovguos with original diphthong is much rarer than -ógvoc, unless Өјоооюц is possible 
here. Other restorations might be suggested, such as "Hoeooígio, cf. BCH 87 (1963) pp. 603 ff., 
lines B28—29 and p.620, or some derivative of "Аохлобоос, but in these cases too [o'], not 
original ov, is involved. As the expected Attic reflex of -орр/--У is -00/__У, the (о) of 'Axa- 
тбо()ос, derived from "Алатоод(і)ос, is presumably an lonism, as is also the loss of the 
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aspiration (cf. DEG 1, p.96; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.228, p.479, note 9), cf. the ov of Kovgotoó- 
«oc, Аююхово(бцс (cf. 11.041, p.219 supra). The spelling "Алат|орішу occurs in a phratry 
decree of 396/5 which has only О for [0] (65 times), but a mixture of О and OY for the inherited 
diphthong, cf. 121237.28—29 (cf. table A, p.244 infra); likewise the masculine personal 
name АПАТОРІО> occurs on several texts of the late fifth and early fourth centuries, cf. 
P 964.72 (= SEG 10.424) (ca. 409, cf. Hesperia 33 [1964] p.55) cas. list, II? 10708 (init. 
s. IVa.), II? 10707, II? 10709 (both ante 350) sep. monuments. But in these ambiguous cases 
it is more likely that the О is for [o], rather than that the Attic reflex with short o should appear 
in these spellings. Note the spelling "Axaxovoíow іп a decree of a genos, Hesperia 7 (1938) 
pp. 1ff., no.1, line 92 (363/2). The name 'Azo[r]otoioc is attested in II? 1224.28 (са. 166) 
decree (cleruchs). 

Lit.: MS? p.6, note22; pp.26—27, notes 134—142; pp.62—63, notes 530—538; Lademann, 
p. 115; Sturtevant, pp. 44— 47. 


Examples: 


1) hagxtobooc Hesperia 11 (1942) p.332, line 10 (fin. s. Уа.). Probably a decree ог a law of 
a deme; for “Аохтбоос with o from o + o derived from dexto- + -орос (as in qpovoóc, xnxov- 
Qóc, etc.), cf. DEG 1, p. 110; 

2a) huxtxo6eoé6e[c] hegaxA£ovc I? 777 (init. s. V a.) ded. 

and 

2b) de{v}yuelou Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 148, no. 1 (= DAA р. 281, no. 246) (fin. з. Ма.) ded.; 

nos. 2a and 2b are two dedications made by the same individual, cf. Hesperia, loc. cit.; 

3) боймо(у ёнор 12763 I (= Meiggs- Lewis p.54, no. 26 I) (post 480) ded. For [o] rather than 
the inherited diphthong in this word, cf. Cretan 5ФАос, and now Mycenaean doer-, cf. DEG 1 
p.294; ӛӛ3ос in Hesperia 36 (1967) pp.72ff., no.15, Face C (p.78), line 52 (ca. 478—470) 
sacred regulations and in Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 287, по. 10, line 3 (= I? 328.3) (са. 414) inv.; 

4) Dipinti (cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.108) on bf. and rf. vases: e.g. -оахАёоос ABV 
p.331, Priam painter no.5 (-- CVA, England 9, plates 8.5—6; 7.9; 9.3, and text pp.99— 100) 
(fin. s. VIa.); Aetod, һеоноФ0 ABV p.333, near the Priam painter (i) no.1 (= CVA, France 9, 
plate 71.4, 6, 9); Aetotc (retrograde) ARV? p.23, Phintias no.1 (= CVA, France 8, plate 
28.6, 8); Пео(боус ARV? p.27, Euthymides no.4 (= CVA, Germany 12, plate 161.1-2); 
Ad1óBovXoc (retrograde) ARV? p. 61, Oltos no. 68; etc.; 

5) Graffiti and ostraca (the latter of the decade са. 490—480): e.g. Zpixelyou Agora 21, 
p.31, no. F23 (init. s. Va.) graffito (originally published as an ostracon, cf. Hesperia 15 [1946] 
p.277, no.19); Ostraca: MeyaxAés [h]o Һллохоб[тојос̧ Hesperia 15 (1946) p.271, no.2; 
Кооліоу Hesperia, suppl. 5 (1941) p.141, no.29; [Ko)Aixoe]voc "Agvotovíuov Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.384, no. 13. Of about one hundred ostraca of Kallixenos in the Agora, 93 have O for 
Го") (іп the genitive of the patronymic), six or seven have Q, one has OY, one has Y; of the more 
than sixty Themistocles ostraca, five have МєохХЁос, and three NeoxMéovc, cf. Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.385, note 24; E. Vanderpool has pointed out to me that of a group of just under fifty 
Hippokrates ostraca (cf. Hesperia 15 [1946] pp. 274—275, по. 13) less than five have OY for 
о"), less than five Q for [0°]; 

6) Фробоаодос 12929.49 (ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) cas. list; Фрофоос ib. 177 («- “лоо- 
hogos); 

7) фооюобу I? 22.64 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree, but poogide ib. 74 (L.); 
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8) "Архіллло Novpevio 12 1033 (date? “litterae pulchrae formae antiquioris" but probably not 
earlier than 450 B. C.) sep. mon.; for Морёуюс, cf. 12 929.120, I? 304.67 (L.); 

9) Avovóoov, брүхоѓоо 12 186/7A (= АЈА 5 [1889] pp.304ff.) inv. from Ikaria; has О and OY 
in entries IV and У (in Ionic script), only О in entries І-Ш (in Attic script) and in VI (in Ionic 
script). The earliest entries (1-1) date са. 450, the others probably not much later, cf. 2.011, 
no. 19; 

10) тереуоус 12 869 (date uncertain, has three-bar sigma, but this could perhaps be later in а 
text from rural Attica) horos (from Keratea); 

11) --&Xouye-- (= youvt]eAobpe[v?) I? 38.1 (ante 446/5?) decree (L.); 

12) Aewtov F 911.2 (= АМ 40 [1915] p. 12, no. 18) (444/3) ostracon; 

13) "YzéofoXoc'Avtupávovc Hesperia 8 (1939) p.246, fig. 47 (418—416) ostracon; 

14/5) [Mvacuó]xov бохоутос P? 298.2 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.250, no.81) (411/0) inv.; in Ionic 
script (cf. 2.011, no. 23, p.32 supra); 

16а) ІЗ 1081 (410/9) decree: OY for [o'] virtually always, cf. обог in lines 28, 30, BovAfi 
ib. 4, 23, 29, 32, 34, genitive singular in -ov ib. 19 (bis); certain cases of O for [o'] are genitive 
singular in -o іп ib. 20, 36; also has E/EI for (е) (cf. 9.011, no.26a, p. 175 supra); not in Ionic 
script, but has Н for [e] (cf. 2.021, по. 13, p. 43 supra); 

16b) тоос І? 108 1.45 (410/9, inscribed by a different hand from I? 108 I) decree, fiovA& ib. 54; 
normally О for [о>], including tóg, Вод; 

17) 12 110a (= II? 142) (410/9) decree, always OY (3 cases), in Ionic script (cf. 2.011, no. 11, 
p.31 supra), always has EI for [е] (cf. 9.011, no.29, p.175 supra); for the evidence for the 
date, cf. р. 31 supra (L.); 

18) ov]vágxovaw I? 274.170 (409/8, cf. SEG 10.198) inv., tot ib. 174 (bis), хАерофов ib. 178, 
тобто ib. 177 (L.); 

19) hod x[aogeAófousv I? 301.67 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) inv., but hd nageháßopev frequently 
al.; 

20) EvvBovAevoov[rag 12 106.19 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16) decree, O for [0°] nine times, in- 
cluding Bo- (L.); 

21) Фоо)бов@охос SEG 10.424, stele no.4, line 19 (= Hesperia 7 [1938] p.82, по. 10; 12954 + 
I? 957 + 12 964 + new frr.) (ca. 409, cf. Hesperia 33 [1964] p. 55) cas. list; 

22) tod 12 305.13 (406/5) inv., has О for [o] twice; in Ionic script (cf. 2.011, no.27, p.32 
supra); 

23) боос Deltion 19 (1964) Chronika p.67, plate 64c (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon., but Nixoßóàn іп 
heading above; 

24) тос II? 12.24 (411, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p.247, no. 80) decree, O for Го") many times; in Ionic 
script (cf. 2.011, no. 10, p.31 supra). 


13.02 Establishment of the standard orthography OY = [o:] (403/2—ca. 350 В.С.) 


For the restriction of the tables of this section to texts of considerable bulk and 
with good evidence for a fairly precise date, cf. 9.012, p.177 supra. For the cor- 
relation of the spread of EI for [e] and OY for (0), cf. pp. 178, 184 supra; іп 
general the spread of OY is slower than that of EI. For examples of O for ov (in- 
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herited diphthong), cf. 21.012, pp.351ff. infra; the final column of the tables 
gives incidences of original ov. 

Throughout this section the symbol [0°] represents the more recent long o-vowel of Вод, 
тӛ, tóc, etc., whether or not the pronunciation was [o], (1 |, ог и") competing with [o]. 
Lit.: MS? p.27, note 142; cf. 13.01. 


13.021 403/2—376/5. In this period the use of OY for (о:| remains rare. Only a 
very few of the decrees have OY at all, and quite unusual are II? 16 (394/3), with O 
and OY equally common, and II? 28 (387/6), with OY three times as many times 
as O. The inventories, catalogs, etc. largely avoid OY. These divisions by quarter- 
century are naturally arbitrary, and a naval inv., II? 1604—II? 1605 (cf. SEG 24.160) 
(ca. 376?), with OY more than twice as often as O, really belongs with the lists of the 
same type in the next period (cf. the treatment of EI in it, p.177 supra), while 
II? 1445, dated 375/4, but with only О for [0], is like the texts seen here. 

In the following table only fairly substantial texts with secure evidence for dating have been 
included; numerals give frequencies. 

In Table A infra and in Table B.3 in 13.022 infra examples of ‘Ionita, юудлүсан have been 
included with cases of (о |; but as there are no examples earlier than the fourth c. in Attica, it 
remains uncertain whether [о`] ог [0°] was original. Cf. p. 350 infra. 


Date 


State decrees: 


403/2 


just after 403/2 
just after 403/2 


403/2 or shortly 
thereafter 


401/400 
399/8 
394/3 


394/3 


just before 
387/6 


394—387 
387/6 


387/6 
387/6 


Text 


I? 1 (L.) 


I? 8 (L.) 

II? 6 

Hesperia 40 (1971) 
p.280, no.7 

II? 10 

II? 13 (L.) 

I? 16 (L.) 


I? 17 (L.) + Hesperia 26 
(1957) p. 51, по.8 
II? 24 


02 27 
0228 (L.) 


1229 
II? 30 + Hesperia 40 
(1971) p. 162, по.23 


Table A 


О = [o] OY = [o] 


always (75 lines) 


5 times - 
8 times - 
10 times - 


3 times - 
4 times - 
3 times 3 times (also restored al.) 


12 times - 


8 times "Аәхіл)лоо (іп heading) 
(restored al.) 


5 times - 
4 times 14 times 


7 times |ларабоф)уол? 


atleast 12 times - 


Е апд/ог ЕІ 


E/EI 


E/EI 


OY (inherited 
diphthong) 


тобтоу in ib. 28, 31, 
restored elsewhere 


tóvov in ib. 6, t[óÓt]o[v 
in ib. 9 


тобт)о (restored, stoich.) 
in ib. b3 


тобтоу in ib. b 15 


то0тоу іп ib. c16, ovx in 
ib. c23, о066 in ib. c24 
toUtov in ib. 15 


[9404-0 302291 әлош әчү, 


єс 


Date Text 
State decrees (continued): 
386/5 IP 31 (L.) 
385/4 1232(L) 
384/3 II? 34 (L.) 
378/7 I? 40 (L.) 
378/7 IP 42 (L.) 
378/7 II? 43 (L.) 
378/7 1244 
377/6 I 95 
Phratry decree: 
396/5 IP 1237.1-113 
Tribal decrees: 
390-380, cf. 121138 
SEG 16.105 
376/5 П? 1141 


О = [o] 


5 times 
10 times (restored al.) 


at least 14 times 
(restored al.) 


4 times 
17 times 
at least 36 times 


11 times 
3 times 
(very small іг.) 


always (65 times, 
including Алаторішу 

(сі. p.240 ѕирга]); 

also several cases of O 

= the inherited diphthong 
(see last column at right) 


always (16 times) 


3 times 


OY = [о] 


В[оъА]йс, Bolv]Any 


то) MuttAnvaio 
одо(Ф)у, “Аотооцофоюі, 
"Толто, 


Е апд/ог БІ 


E/EI 


E/EI 


E/EI 
БН 


Е/ЕІ 


E/EI 


OY (inherited P: 

diphthong) 

тоюбто[у in ib. b 14, 

тойтоу in ib. b22 

тобто in ib. 50 e 
3 

- о 
« 

- © 
3 
^ 


toto- in ib. 77, 84, 110, 
тообто in ib. 77, ox in 
ib. 36, ó&éva in ib. 37, 
tovto- in ib. 25, 34, 41, 52 


тофтоуу in ib. 12 


оббес in ib. 3 


Date 


Deme decree: 
ca. 400 


Sacred laws: 
just after 403/2 


just after 403/2 


Text 


I? 1172 


Hesperia 4 (1935) 
pp. 19ff., no. 2 
(+ IP 1357) 

12 1356 


Inventories, etc.: 


ca. 400 
399/8 
ca. 400 
398/7 


394—391 


init. s. IVa. 
390/89 


ca. 390 


II? 1376 (L.) 
I? 1377 (L.) 
II? 1386 (L.) 
IP? 1388 


II? 1656- II? 1664, 
Hesperia 29 (1960) 
p.24, no.31 
IP 1396 (L.) 


II? 1400 (L.) 


IP? 1401 (L.) 


О = [o] 


always (40 lines) 


9 times 


at least 10 times 


12 times 
5 times 
12 times 
always (93 lines) 


always (ca. 18 times) 


14 times 
always (72 lines) 


12 times 


OY = [o] 


Exovo- twice 


E and/or EI 


E/EI 


E/EI 


E/EI 


OY (inherited 
diphthong) 


хобтбс іп ib. 14 


Вос in ib. 22 


TOUTO- passim 


TOUTO- passim 
TOUTO- passim 


tovto- passim, Bovráónc 
in ib. 12; Хоуийбо іп ib. 8 


(cf. 21.012, по.6, 
p.352 infra) 


Zovv II? 1659.5, 8 
тофтоуу II? 1659.9, 13 


тойтб in ib. b31 
Zovio in ib. 48 (L.) 
TOUTO- passim 


[24404-0 109291 әзош SY] 


++ 


9РС 


ярмод әш 


Date Text О = [fo] OY = [o] E and/or EI OY (inherited 
diphthong) 

Inventories, etc. (continued): 

384/3 II? 1407 always (48 lines) - E/EI тобто in ib. 10 

389/8 II? 1634 (L.) 9 times тої EI - 

init. s. IVa. Deltion 21 (1966) 28 times Өомүсітоу - - 
р.134 (сас.) 

383/2 12 1930 (cat.) always (26 lines) - БІ - 

376/5 121411 10 times (small fr.) - - - 

377/6 II? 1410 5 times (small fr.) Өочб(лло = = 

ca. 376? II? 1604 + 1605, 10 times 26 times EI тбтоу П2 1605.9, тойтауу 
cf. SEG 24.160 passim, оббеу IP 1605.19 


Уохушс II? 1604.30 
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13.022 375/4—351/0. In the course of the second quarter of the fourth century the 
use of OY becomes much more frequent, and except for examples early in the period 
(cf. ІР 1445, П? 1635) only a very few texts, usually small fragments, avoid OY 
altogether. These chronological divisions by quarter-century are of course arbitrary, 
and II? 1445, II? 1635 just cited belong really with the inventories of the preceding 
period, while the first of the naval lists (II? 1604—П? 1605), although dated ca. 376, is 
of the same type as those in Table B.3 infra. Most inscriptions of this period have a 
mixture of О and OY for (о) (probably pronounced [u] by many persons?); the 
decrees II? 107 (368/7), 50 lines, II? 133 (355/4), 27 fragmentary lines, and inventory 
II? 1541 (356/5), 29 lines, are unusual in the exclusive use of OY. While the frequency 
of OY can be seen to increase, especially in the decrees, as the dates approach 350, 
there is by no means a simple chronological progression. Some quite large documents 
are throwbacks in their preference for О (cf. II? 116, II? 124, II? 1615 — II? 1619, etc.). 
In general the inventories, etc. lag somewhat behind the state decrees in the use of OY. 
Many texts show no hesitation in using O and OY in close proximity and may spell 
the same word both ways. 

Spellings like тото-, òx, бс, etc. continue to occur in this period (all examples іп 
public documents are in the final columns of Tables B.1 and B.3; cf. also 21.012), 
usually in texts with marked preference for O (but note II? 1611). The simultaneous 
occurrence of òx and оёх, toto- and tovto- іп the same text, where the original 
diphthong is not treated any differently from the o-sound, is much more frequent in 
this period (cf. II? 111, II? 1425, II? 1611, II? 1640, II? 1358). Only a very few texts 
appear to preserve some distinction between the original diphthong and |о") (probably 
spelling conservatism?) in their exclusive use of tovto-, ойх alongside universal use 
of О (or very marked preference for О) for [0°] (cf. II? 1445, II? 1421; Hesperia 7 
[1938] pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 1-67; even II? 1638, of 359/8). The opposite phenomenon, 
use of OY solely for (о") alongside О for the inherited diphthong, occurs after 350, 
cf. 13.023, nos. 5, 6. 

The following tables show the relative frequency for O and OY for (о) and ov in all the 
major decrees, inventories, and catalogs that can be dated fairly securely to the second quarter 
of the fourth century. In compiling statistics, examples in restorations have not been included 
in the figures; numbers in parentheses give frequencies. O or OY for ov (original diphthong) have 
not been included in the figures in columns three and four. 

The genitive singular forms in -хАёос pose a special problem. Naturally in texts with marked 
preference for O over OY these may represent -хАєбс; thus in Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, 
line 44, "Ноаж<ос almost surely is for “НоохЛЕомс, since the first 67 lines of this text use О 
almost exclusively. But in other dialects, notably Ionic, the normal genitive of these nouns was 
in Asoc, and the use of this form by some persons in Attica would not be surprising and could 
explain the continued use of -х\є0с in certain later texts which otherwise use only OY, cf. 13.023, 
and Morphology. In table B.3 -хАбос has been arbitrarily interpreted as -хАёбс in texts which 
exhibit a marked preference for OY over О. 


248 


Date 


State decrees: 
373/2 
368/7 


362/1 
362—355 


Deme decree: 
ca. 360 


Inventories, etc.: 
375/4 


375/4 
post 374/3 
367/6 
367/6 | 


ca. 365? 
355/4 


Simple Vowels 


Table B.1 Texts with only О for (о 


Frequency Notes and comments 


Text 


АЈА 40 (1936) p. 461, no.2 


I? 104 (L.) 


II? 114 (L.) 
Hesperia 26 (1957) 
p. 231, no. 87 


I? 1175 (L.) 


Hesperia 30 (1961) p.428 
(= И? 1446 + new fr.; 
SEG 21.551) 

II? 1445 


I? 1635 (L.) 


Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p.231, no. 43 

II? 1428 (in add.) (L.) 
II? 1427 (L.) 

II? 1639 (L.) 


of O 


(at least 2) 
(3) 


(6) 
(2) 


(1) 


(2) 


(11) 

(125 lines) 
(30 +) 
(10) 


(3) 
(4) 


Very fragmentary; 

also has В|бу 

Very small fr. 

Ұлобіас 

OY restored once, E/EI 
Very small fr., E/EI 


тотоу in ib. 20 


Very small fr.; O restored once 


tovto- in ib. 25, 

оёх in ib. 25, 27; E 
1óo- іп ib. 36, 78, 80, 
òx in ib. 112, 121, EI 
pryt. cat., EI 


E/EI 

Very small fr.; óx in ib. 8 
тотоу in ib. 10, 

тодтоу іп ib. 14 


The more recent 6-vowel 
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Table B.2 Texts with only OY for (о and ov 


Date Text 


State decrees: 


368/7 I? 107 (L.) 
357/6 II? 125 (L.) 
357/6 II? 126 (L.) 
355/4 Ir? 133 (L.) 
351/0 I? 205 
Inventories, etc.: 
ca. 367/6 II? 1429 
ca. 367/6 II? 1432 
365/4 12 1451 
356/5 II? 1541 (L.) 
ca. 354—350 II? 1437 (L.) 
(354/3 last year 
mentioned) 


Uncertain (O in restoration only): 
Tribal decree: 
361/0 AE 1965 pp. 131ff. 


Frequency Notes and comments 


of OY 


(50 lines) 
(7) 

restored al. 
(2) 


(11) 
(3) 


(4) 
(3) 
(5) 
(10) 
(5) 


4) 


БЇ 
Е/ЕІ 


Very small fr., EI; 
O restored in ib. 7 
EI 

Very small fr. 


Quite fragmentary 
Quite fragmentary, EI 


EI 

Perhaps carved after 353/2, 
but at approximately same 
time as II? 120, cf. Hesperia 7 
(1938) р. 286, and II? 1438 


бобмац in ib. 6, 
Мүломоүкіз in ib. 3, 
асс. pl. -ous, etc. 


Simple Vowels 
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814) ut «mao 


(Зиоцачатр 
payu!) ДО 


Sao- "6 эе 


ІЯ ‘no ‘Burs ‘028 *-vaog (СТ) 


IH/d 


IH 


IH 


IH 


ІН 


IH 10 
/pue 4 


боздо 'Sao- 4 06 
“ао- ‘Burs "иә8 *-vaog (/1) 


Avon o[vvgA arp (T) 


Sao- 14 “208 “үлод (1) 
Sao- 16 “ээ “үлой (СТ) 


Sao- 14 ээв *ao- 
“Burs “вә? толоо (/) 


Эшуофоов ‘gon (Z) 


norizyox ‘Saoguya (2) 


50|01 ‘uynog (p) 


AO 


[-о] 40f AO pur O ит хә], ЄЯ 21421, 


оте (1) 
лох “толоо 
50- “Burs “иә 
55-14 08 
so- ‘Burs -uad (СТ) 
50-4 ээс 
чан ‘Burs ‘wad *-vog (ет) 


Soa “0100 
"зол(злопом (9) 
So- ‘Jd ээе *o- 

"Sus -uad "ллоодзу (9) 


502 *g- “Burs “иэ8 (/) 


9- ‘Burts 2 (р) 


nox[9]oa[s] 
‘So 14 зом (с) 
5тооох, 
%- ‘Suns “цэ 
59-< ‘оов “толоо (01) 


о 


CT OU zl 


(1) 601: 

(Л) 901 0 

tou '/79:d 

(8661) /?мәфәңср 
‘EZS cll + SOT cil 
(Л) 601: 


CT 201: 
(3j Пеш Азәл) TOT zH 


(1) Z6 П 


(1) 96 «П 


wo] 


c/€9€ 


c/€9€ 


L/89€ 


L/89€ 


8/69€ 


04€ о 
C/ELE 


b/SLE 


b/SLE 


гвээгээр 92214 


aed 
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The more recent ó-vowel 


Cp qiui oo 


8~Z 74) ut хоо 


9p `4! ш AO1001. 
“зә 42 '£9 %9 6 qg 
ш QO 'p9 4! ш тотздо 

*09 24: DAZQO 586 


“gt ur 9 "Є “gt ur 500009 


(3uompydip 


ІН/Ч 


a/a 


ІН 


ЇЯ Jo 


рээцэци) ДО /рчея 


-хаод За0- 16 “эое 
*no- “Buys “wal (8) 


-ynog “тлаод ‘202 (y) 


баолоди (1) 
WARY Чодаодф 
‘Snozyx- “Burs пәй (c) 
5002 ‘no- ‘Burs “цэ3 
‘толло ‘5go (9) 


monoayod ‘-ynog (c) 
Sag- "үа ‘22е 
“ао- Burs *u38 
"моподзу “үаод (2) 
5ао- 
14 ‘208 SOaatigomen 
“мюлзїїадүэх “-(ао9 (6) 


ходо 
5500 “ао- “Зав ‘usd 


‘-alarynoy, (ет) 


AO 


Тр рәлозвәі 

о <5з)|оохі; “оз[аю (2) 
502 “толоо 

%- ‘Burs 7128 (ст) 

50- “Burs ‘usd 

1 “uyog ‘awodzy (5) 
об 1ш. 

Зозух- “Burs "иә8 (7) 
5000 “Эзалдх]о 

“од *o- ‘8ш “wad (8) 


01 
чоло “-үо9 ‘592 (9) 
59-14>е *o- 
“Burs *u38 “ллооХдр 
"мососхдоза “-үод (96) 


лзоазүаофоду 
‘oXdngndy, (7) 
50- "d эе 
*9- ‘Burs *u28 50)[0)о 
чолоо “лрооүтзфо 
*A100^ 70 
‘-alaryor, "09 (+ 64) 


CT Zu 5/956 
CT РСТ cll 9/LSE 
рост 
(6661) 8 гмафяН 9/4$Є 
CT €T cll ‚9/4$Є 
тш 09€ —9.€ 
(1) ZU al 0/T9E 
(л) 9111 0/T9E 
(3) 211: 17296 
CD UII c/t9€ 
((ргпицио2) зээлээр ә1р1$ 


зхэ1, aed 


08 4: ЗаззраоХ 


Зоодохо 
44415554 (х)д0 ‘amagor 


Simple Vowels 


61:74) ut ^o1a01 


(виоцічдтр 
разоцчі) ДО 
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ІН 


19/9 


IH 10 
/pue Я 


Agogom ‘Sno- "кі “226 


*ao- “Burs “иә 


“үаод “юлаоо (+04) 


-yaog 


“-аоф “ао- “Burs “иэ8 (рт) 


10409 
*-Naog ‘Sno- d “ээс 


“ао- "Suis “028 (+07) 


-үаоў *-9a09 (0) 


«nog “ао"ї доо (£) 
Sao- ээг 
Фао- ‘no- “Burs ‘ud 
‘-ynog (4-9) 
Ѕао- ‘jd гээс 
“ао- “Burs u23 
“MANOQ “ллоломҙ 


“-үлод “олзтаохкуо (6) 


лоао4Ҙү ‘Sno- 


tao ‘Burs “цэ8 *-vaog (6) 


AO 


50093001 чолоо (2) 
ogj^oriuo mx (T) 
oyugue 
92 [00] лодидо 
чароїа “охүюХ (6) 
о90- (Т) 


оҙдодоу (1) 


010 (1) 


Soa “ох ‘отце (с) 


Soa “ОАУЗҮЯ, (2) 


СЛ) $07 cll 1456 
CT 091: C/ESE 
(9824 
18661) 
4 Рмэд5эн 
(T 0211 tse 
(‘az Пеш £124) 
(1) 6€T «П C/ESE 
(73) ews Азәл) 
(1) ВЕТ П T/ESE 
OET cll #/$$Є 


ӨТІ 556э:0)д 


CT) 821 ell 5/96 
(рәпшдиоо>) 8г2422р 21916 


xo 
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The more recent б-уомге! 


тә “Ep `q? ш oo 

оо ‘g qi ш 50190 

7219 07 "qt 413000 

“ээ “єт `д ut Am1001 

ер ut AM2002 

“зә ‘TE “ET ‘6 “gt ЧІ Аҙфао 


56 Че чі ut ломе 

“98:41 5009 

4729774 41540008 
50456970 UI Зазллаод 

“96 ‘LE “OE `q! ш АФХООХ 


$'qrur5001001 


(Зиочачатр 
рээцэца!) ДО 


IH 
ІН 


ІЯ 


19/9 


I4 20 
fpue Я 


Sao- 1d гээв 
“ао- “Burs "ua (ст) 


Sao- (4 ‘208 (61) 
Sao- ‘qd ‘208 
“ао- ‘Burs "38 (6) 
„ооб 
‘SONQOQ оллоо 
‘Sno- үй “эзе 
‹ао- "Зи -ua8 (87) 


до “001 “001 (8) 


Sao- гээв 

‘Sno- “ао- ‘8015 "що8 

“үлд чофодод 

ROY “Халаорү 

лолзүходн, Q2 

зо “цэй) аозүходн, 
"Sp1Anokovorlo ‘5902 (61) 


Sao- ‘jd "эое 
sao- “Burs тиэ3 “-үадд (СТ) 
0120x2033 (т) 


ХО 


о- Зи 'uə3 (p) 8091: 
50-14 эое 

so- ‘Burs ә (11) 4091 zI 
50- yd "ов 


чо» ‘Burs "цо8 (9) 


тошлүоў, (6) 


53140- 5оү00 
‘uyog 50-16 “эзе 
*o- "durs "ца8 (10) 


Зозүходн, 

“офодіодоЯ 

50-16 гээв 
50-%0- “Burs “цэ (--69) 


9- “Burs "ца8 (7) 
592 (7) 


(0912 295 Р) 


8091 zI + (СТ) 2091:1 T/ELE 


9091 cil с/ғ/< 


“219 "заморигаці 


8сп 056904 
59449 ирэг) Jo 22422] 


15144 
(#461) ЄР ?-әФӘН v/SLE 
11012410140u Jo 22422(1 

I ‘ou “yy 1 «44 
(8661) / ?мәфәН T/E9E 


пошиитобє Јо soua8 Jo 224224 
pou “1-4 (0961) 

6c РМЭфЭН + 9411 cll 096 гез 

PLU cll 9/L9E 

:$33428p гига 


XIL aq 


“зэ 

‘Ep ‘p "gt ur -a002 0191: 
867Є191 шхо 

$329 'p/ L'€T9T Ul 10190 
“хә “99ГЕТОТ ш amanor 


ELL `9. UI SOQOL 
4674 ut «1901. 


OTZ qr ur Aman. 
“932 “сут “gs Ut amago 

“эдэ “TZ "gt ш 10190 

оз £T 'qr ut хоо 

“эз “9 “Op ‘gt UT MOX 
917 4: ш amaga 

“ELT “gs ut maion, 

“802 ‘907 `9 ut хо 

862. 7411 -озло1 

“239 ‘PET ‘ZET 4 UT хоо 


Simple Vowels 


РТТ `4! ш -озлох. 
“зә 116710 хоо 
“OL `4! UI 59310 
68 чит inox 
сээ “pL "qr хоо 
*09 'qr ur 02202 
“зо фу qt U1 10190 
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(Suoqiqdrp 
рэзцэци) ДО 


Sno- (4 гэе 
ГА ‘MonoxXg “ллопоүҙафо (/) 

-n09 
“Халаорц ‘monoXa 

ІН Sao- ‘no- “Burs *u23 (87) 
Sao- 14 ‘208 
tao- "Яців "пәй 

IH “кооаюүсоф (21) 
no- “Burs "ца 
чоло? 40001007 
Фао- ‘jd гээв 

ІН “лаоүходИ (02) 
оолодэф 

‘ao ‘Buf "099 (--01) 
оого; 
Sno- ‘Burs uas 

“үлод “5аооадХ (ст) 
“эзэ ‘ооо; 

IH | "aod '5aoon2X (+55) 


5аооадХ Чуүлдд (2) 
Qor (T) 
no- Burs "ц28 (T) 
nO- “Burs "ца 
олох 
чопо) чолаоо (+81) 


2 ао- “Burs "пав (c) 


14 10 


/рчеч AO 


So- *о- Burs -u38(/) 6191: 


So- *о- “Burs ‘usd (7) 
(эш с 5оўүх- +) 
So- "1d ‘oe 

‘o 50- ‘Burs *uo8 (/) 


(swn p Зозүх- +) 
0- ‘Burs 728 
50-14 эое (6) 
ЗбололХллор( 
550- 0- "urs "ца8 (+06) 


7:12 “5цтүодоч 
*nooX3 “5ооадХ (+ $7) 
о- "Suits ‘usd 
“5ооадХ (8) 

юооХ3 (T) 


ТП 
13448311 


З0о40Х “о- -Suts ‘usd 


“5зАдолоцүтр{ “-ү09 (91) ТЇРЇП 


лооүҙафо 550- jd гээс 


so- ‘Burs 158 (02) 


Зодолдр 
‘o “Burs “иә (с) 


о 


Ш + 21910 + (7 
9191 ell + СТ) 5191 П 


(09:92 295 Р) 
CT) 9191-6191 ell 


2191:1 


(T) 1191 cll 
[ ou ФТ 
(1961) 01 9м2Ф52Н 


CT) 6291 cll 


(1) (РРе ur) еу zi 


РШ + 
ECL ell + ТЕРТ П 


CT) 6091 ell 


1/85 2936 


C/ESE 


5/956 


G/LSE 


9//96 


L/89€ 


8/69€ 


(6ғСТС 
2Я5 
Р) ЕЕ 


69/0LE 
әуе зой 


Lebi cll 0/TLE 230524 
«(ргпицио2) “249 ‘әмојиәли 


XL 


aeq 
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The more recent 6-vowel 


SS ‘Th 6 ‘8 'qrurSaog 


“Ер “SE “TZ ‘OZ ‘9 qr ш 509 


254 4841-3002 
“зә ‘S V ‘9: ш (0 


ҰС 410 002001 


584 194 4: ш -22021 


тс qr ш ло[2]02 
за дш 01002 


65 'qrur «moon. 


(8 741 Ut 43900 
“65 "97 01-2201 8191 «П 


“эээ “Ep "qi UT -1002 9191 ell 


(Заоццёр 


ІН 


13 Jo 


рәшәци) ДО /рчея 


бофодаодаоу 
Чораоох 
“Хэлаорц “оүлодаа 


“ао- “Burs uas (61) 


“Халадор( 
Фофодіодаоя 
‘no- “Burs "ца (4-01) 


аотїїдлоӨ 

*Sao- “ао- ‘8015 "uas 
баооадХ (+06) 

Заодуаті 

оллоо “озласлом 

. ао]л(а]о[е 

<оаја[а]9јо[а] 
Sao- 14 ог (+0/) 


зоХаолХдү ‘no- 
“Burs “иә8 баозүх- (6) 


Saoagl “аохүоХ (2) 
моасуузфо (T) 
MOORDE 

*no- ‘Burs ua 
“юоюуХлллор (9) 

Sao- "8 ое 
‘monoyado (9) 

(ао ou 9191:111) 


ХО 


5офодіодом ‘олдо (91) 


XUAN 
<офодіодоу 
чо» “Burs w3 (+07) 


божої “лолох (7) 


тол99 
*5009X3 Damor 
50-10 эое 

*o- "urs "198 (+05) 
кодшо 
‘SQX <оолдХ 

‘o "urs “usd (81) 
болу 


*o- Burs “цэ ©оопдХ (£T) 


odganokyay (т) 


So- “jd 298 
*5o- *o- urs "ца8 (11) 

Sorogaring, 
‘So- *o- “Burs "ца8 (ст) 
5o- *o- ‘Burs "ца (8) 


о 


6191 «П 


8191 cll 


LIST cll 
9191 cl 


(T 85611 

(81:04 ‘og -d 5601 
*p[seopoxos *Tpe' T7 
985 =) 960944 
(£961) £8 НОЯ 


0$€—$.€ 


40$Є—$/Є 


гор ‘тю 'savpuajvo pa4ovg 


91700 “1824 (8661) 
L v42ds2H + 8€vT cll 


ЧУ 9991 ell 


(1) 0991 «П 


8691: 


(0917 295 


р) 6191 п + СЛ) 8191 


8824 

4 тмәдән 

р O/ISE 
10 1/76Є 


C/ESE 
-5/956 


С/е 


8/65 


Црәпициоо) “279 ‘satzojuanuy 


хәр 


за 


256 Simple Vowels 


13.023 350/49—325/4 


a) By the mid-fourth century the use of О instead of OY for (0:| or ov is very rare 
in state decrees, e.g. only OY іп IP 206 (349/8), 35 lines, II? 207 (349/8), more than 
40 fragmentary lines, 12 212 (347/6), 68 lines (O restored once). Such cases of O as 
occur are sporadic survivals in texts in which OY is almost universal; only two 
decrees have О for the inherited diphthong (cf. nos. 5—6). 


Examples: 

1) EvPokténg ІР 218.6 (346/5) decree, gen. sing. -б ib. 7, 15, 17 (bis), Аюохо(рйбңс ib. 7, but 
Avooxovgtdys ib. 15, etc., Born ib. 9, elsewhere, even in the same line, BovAn, tovc стоаттубс 
ib. 18; OY 29 times; 

2) EofóMov II? 219 (345/4) decree, tiny fr. (L.); 

3) Olvofito Il? 220.4 (344/3) decree, OY four times (L.); 

4) B[oX]i П2 229.6 (341/0) decree, cf. Хобі во) ib. 3, OY three times, including fovAf (L.); 

5) ди Robert, Etudes (1938) рр.296#., line 9 (= Siewert pp.5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. 
Charisterion Orlandou А, pp.79—87) oath (ephebes), probably a careless mistake, o«»x?; cf. 
ateryhow for отогхфоо in ib. 8; 

6) 966 II? 236.12 (338/7) decree, оби, etc. three times, qoo]óQtov ib. 8 (L.); 

7) tod бйро 11? 244.45 (337/6) decree, Тциоуібо ib. 46, Movixiaor ib. 47, деб ib. 38, avooy- 
yoko xóQyo ib. 82-83, OY frequent al. 110 lines of text, including Movvux(au ib. 92; 

8) Вода 1 336.27 (cf. add.) (334/3) decree, OY six times, restored al. (L.); 

9) Аухбоүос II? 337.31 (333/2) decree, OY 26 times (L.); 

10) newðopévõç Hesperia 9 (1940) рр.59., no.8, col.1.8 (333/2) decree, КодХирбуос ib. 
сої. 1.25, tóg ib. col.1.33, Тшоўёо ib. col.2.10, ”Арюотот ос ib. col.2.12, OY 15 times, 
Хоху ib. 1.16, value of names in -хАєос ambiguous, cf. infra; 

11) ?Пьбобіото, ӧўцоо Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 40, no. 7, line 1 (343/2?) decree; 

12) леудархдутас П2 1156.56 (334/3) decree (tribe) (Reinmuth p.6 prints лєгдаохоутас, but 
there is no justification for such a word), OY more than 50 times, including ле/дархобоцу ib. 29, 
also Ктцоидфос ib. 53 (L.); 

13) Лухбоүос (not the same man as in по. 9 supra) Agora 15, p. 59, no. 49, line 10 (= AE 1917, 
p. 40, no. 92) (328/7) decree; OY frequent al.; has copying errors; 

14) ]&(o Өтшахедс Kerameikos 3, p.13, по.10, line 3 (325/4) decree prescript; OY eight 
times. 

For II? 254, decree with Воду in line 5, there is no adequate indication of date. 

b) In the inventories, accounts, lists, etc. the practice of abbreviation by cutting off 
the last letter or letters of words becomes increasingly frequent in the fourth century, 
especially from about 350 on; this practice may or may not be accompanied by the 
use of punctuation signs to indicate abbreviation, cf. 5.011. Most of the examples of 
O for OY in the genitive singular in texts of these types later than 350 В.С. are really 
merely abbreviatory curtailments of this kind. Thus whereas MS? p.6, note 22, cited 
IG П, no.836B (then dated 270—262), a large inventory of the epistatai of Asclepius, 
as evidence for the late continuation of the writing of O for OY, the forms in O are 
only abbreviatory curtailments of the sort very frequent in this text, cf. II? 1534B 
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(now dated 247/6), lines 235 (éx), 238 (Фоғаоо), 253 (”Оабе), etc. (MS? corrected 
by Larfeld, Handbuch 2.2 p.463, and Kirchner's note to II? 1534B.199, on p.140 of 
IG IP, pars 2, fasc. 1). A similar case is II? 1629, a naval list of 325/4 (= ІСП, 
no. 809); although Kirchner apparently also failed to understand the spellings in O in 
this text (cf. his note to II? 2839.4), they very often occur at the end of the line, where 
it is certain that the shortenings are due to considerations of space, e.g. lines 256, 563, 
571, 585, 695, etc. (L.); elsewhere spellings in O are in lines with other shortenings, 
of which this text has a great many, e.g. Күфюобфоо 'Avay ib. 770, “Аохеу(жо Ёрү 
ib. 584, Anpooðévo Панам ib. 526, etc. The fact that genitives іп -ovg are shortened 
to -ov or -o in this text, but are never spelled -ос, e.g. "Exvyévovg ib. 23, "Exvyévo 
ib. 599, "Exvyévov ib. 838, is also a clue that abbreviation is involved in the genitive 
in -O. 

The number of documents with examples of O for OY in the genitive where O is 
due to this sort of abbreviation is quite large. In general the presence of other ab- 
breviations in a given text or the occurrence of the O spelling at the ends of lines 
where there was not sufficient space to complete the word are sufficient grounds for 
placing it in this category. In view of the Greek practice of abbreviating by dropping 
letters from the end of the word, texts with genitives in -бс or forms like oixóvta, 
TÓG, хо906с, etc. cannot be placed in this group. 


It is difficult to decide what to do with genitives іп -хАёос, which could either be late cases 
of O for ov, or be incursions of the genitive in -xAéog of Ionic and elsewhere (cf. Buck, GD?, 
p.90, no. 108a; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.580). Thus in the cat. dated 335/4, II? 1700, there is a case 
of -хХ ос in line 61, and OY is shortened to О in line 36 because of lack of space, but there are 
no other cases of O for ov. In a pryt. cat. dated by the name of the archon to 341/0, II? 1749, 
-xÀ£oc occurs twice (lines 56, 79), alongside -xAgoug (ib. 12, 36), but there are no other cases 
of О for ov, although the text does contain late instances of E for [е] (cf. 9.013, no.2, p.189 
supra). It is not without some hesitation that these two catalogs have not been included in 
nos. 15 ff. infra as containing late cases of O for ov. But note later occurrences of -xAéog іп 
Attic texts of the Roman Period (cf. 13.03, p.259 infra) and on a text from Oropos, cf. IG 
УП no.303.85 (ca. 240). Cf. NavxAévog on the sep. mon. of a Spartan, II? 9153 (s. Ша.?). Cf. 
Morphology. 

Illustrative examples of O for OY due to abbreviatory curtailment: Hesperia 26 (1957) p.2, 
no. 52 (3505); II? 1594.42, 52 (ca. 350); Hesperia 19 (1950) p.226, no. 13 (350—344); II? 1598 
(post 350); ІІ? 1622 (са. 342/1); IP. 1675.14 (са. 337/6); IP 1700 (335/4); II? 1623 (333/2); 
H. W. Pleket, Epigraphica 1 (1964) p.63, no.43, line 7 (= SEG 24.203) (333/2); 112 1496.5, 
12, 41 (334/3-331/0); IP 1627 (330/29); Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208ff., passim, e.g. lines 115 
(= IP 1554.24), 142—3, 146—7 (= IP 1559.30—1, 34-5), 193 (= I? 1555.20), 516 (= IP 
1557.74), etc. (ca. 330-320); II? 1566.37 (са. 330-320); ІР 1672.18, 71, al. (329/8); II? 1628 
(326/5); II? 1629 (325/4); Hesperia 10 (1941) p.42, no. 11 (324/3); II? 1631 (323/2); ІР. 1746 
+ Hesperia 37 (1968) pp.1ff. (303/2); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.36, no.3 (ca. 290—280); 
II? 1534B (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118); etc. 


c) With the elimination of those texts in which O for OY is only due to abbre- 
viation, there remain in the inventories, etc. later than 350 only the same type of 
scattered survivals of O as in the decrees: 
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15) deyveds П2 1440.40 (350/49), xaXxóv ib. 59, OY eight times, including ҳооообс ib. 36, 
хауобу ib. 60; 

16) ббоса IP? 1444.1, 3, 4 (ca. 344/3) very fragmentary; &évovoa ib. 22 (1.); 

17) Hesperia 5 (1936) p.393, no.10 (new. frr. of 1121582, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, 
no.16) (probably 342/1): xarà тӛс vóuoc face A.181; фёроса ib. face A.27, face B.303; 
genitive singular in -б several times, usually followed by : used in this text with abbreviations; 
OY normally, very extensive text; 

18) Воді 112 1455.7 (340/39), also genitive singular in -б ib.3, 5, 8(bis), 11, 26; genitive 
singular іп -öç ib. 18; адучобо ib. 19; “AMpooiw ib. 5; OY ten times (L.); 

19) хооодс II? 1652.21 (334/3), OY three times, cf. ҳооообс̧ ib. 7; 

20) Фобооо II? 1524.10 (post 334/3), has genitive singular in -б ib. 27 (2), 57, 63, all probably 
shortenings due to lack of space; OY very frequent (L.); 

21) Колмо IP 1544.10—11 (333/2), OY very frequent; 

22) 1óg II^ 1670.6, 13 (ca. 330), бло бу ib. 24, OY five times, cf. тофс ib. 9; 

23) оіхбута Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208 ff., face В.10,,13 (p.221) (= ІІ 1556.35, 38) (са. 
330—320), o]lxdv(ta) ib. 16 (= 12 1556.41); OY frequent in this extensive text, note o]ixoboa 
in line B68. As several different hands worked on different parts of this text, it is justifiable to 
interpret frequent cases of O for OY of the genitive singular on the obverse of the stone as 
abbreviatory shortenings (cf. b) supra) (L.). 

Lit.: cf. 13.01 supra. 


13.03 Latest examples of O for OY 


The late instances of O for OY cited by MS? p.6, note 22 are due to abbreviation as 
discussed in 13.023b, p.256 supra. True cases of O for OY securely dated later 
than 325 are very rare. The decree of some thiasotai, II? 1261, dated 302/1 by the 
name of the archon, has xowó in line 21, Мулодоб ib. 24 (OY 19 times) under 
circumstances where the forms in O need not be explained as due to lack of space: the 
words are not at the end of a line in the true sense because both are intended to be 
arranged around а crown-in both cases there is plenty of space for the Y оп the 
stone, cf. line 43 (L.). The date of the account II? 1680, with бло бу in line 15, OY al., 
cannot be pinpointed with any precision: Kirchner dated it to the end of the fourth 
century on the basis of lettering. Likewise the building inv., II? 1678, with ало 
Матоіо in lines 4-5, once put in the period 338—ca. 315, cf. H. Lattermann, Bau- 
inschriften p.69, is now more convincingly dated са. 350 (cf. SEG 13.49). Private 
texts contain no convincing examples of O for OY later than ca. 330: the examples 
can only be loosely dated to the second half of the fourth century. The sep. mon., AE 
1961 Chronika p.14, no.43, with ЕбфоХос ЕОРоХ бо, belongs in this category. The 
sep. mon. 12 7425, with Zovidc, must be earlier than 317/6, when Demetrius of 
Phaleron restricted this type of monument; it has generally been moved as close to 
that date as possible because of its stylistic affinities with Hellenistic art, cf. H. Möbius, 
Die Ornamente der griechischen Grabstelen klassischer und nachklassischer Zeit 
(Berlin, 1929) p.45; but such precocious examples sometimes occur earlier than this, 
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and the lettering points rather to a date of са. 350 B. C. The ded. 112 2839 + 112 2844, 
with -oxAéoc, probably dates to 357 rather than 398/7, but is certainly not as late as 
322/1, cf. SEG 24.209; reading verified by K. Clinton; but for these genitives in 
-хАёос, 13.023 b, p.257 supra. 

No example of O for OY on a stone text of the third century is very convincing. 
E. Vanderpool has suggested (cf. Deltion 23 [1968] p.295) that in line 9 of a decree 
of the deme of Rhamnus, Deltion 22 (1967) pp.38ff. (2 SEG 22.154) (264/3 aut 
paulo post), |үос is for лФо|үос (accusative plural), where, however, he assumes a 
careless omission, of which this text probably contains another (cf. 28.00b, p.397). 
In a decree dated on good evidence to the mid-third century, II? 774.2 13, the letters 
JPONOHEEN could be z]oobvónotv, but this is more likely a case of omitted 
augment (cf. Morphology); one expects лооғубтоє, not zxoobvónos, in this period. 
Another possible example of O for OY is in xevtezaAóotósc (acc. pl.), in the inv., 
II? 1682.12 (285/4); the lettering of this text is crude (cf. sigma carved for nu in 
line 13), and the -og might be due to careless omission. In lines 25 ff. of the second 
decree of the genos of the Salaminioi published Hesperia 7 (1938) p.9, no.2 (now 
dated 242/1, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234), the dgyato is probably another case of 
simple omission, although it might be a survival of an earlier expression as suggested 
by W.S. Ferguson, Hesperia 7, p.72. The inv. II? 1683 (ca. 289/8) is so fragmentary 
that it is impossible to tell if lack of space forced the omission of Y in line 7: ГАово(о 
IItigaiàT; both lines 6 and 7 are entirely in rasura (L.). For NavxA£vog on the sep. 
mon. of a Spartan, II? 9153 (s. Ша.?), cf. 13.023Ь, p.257 supra. 

The reading Mvgoivóavog occurs in line 14 of an ephebic inscription published Hesperia 33 
(1964) p. 209, no. 54. This orthography would suggest a date of ca. 350 as the latest possible one, 
and S. Dow has now dated this text to ca. 350 on the basis of prosopographical and other 
evidence which must be regarded as conclusive. Attempts to place the text in the third century 
or the year 307/6 (so Reinmuth p. 83, no. 16) must be rejected. 

The occurrence of О for OY is fairly frequent on some of the defixiones, cf. vóvóc IG IIL3, 
no. 101.4, тос адто%с ib. 6, тойс адтобс ib. 7; 4бихдоау no. 102.48, "Aguotoxedtos ib. b 12, 
Харидёбо ib. b8—9; дубофлос no.103.a2, abtds, тёАб$с ib. a3. The first of these texts is 
associated with a grave of the early fourth century; there is no external evidence for the date of 
the other two, but there is no reason why they cannot be placed in the first half of the fourth 
century. 

Careless omissions of later times: П2 1731.3 (init. s. Ip.) cat.: Attogydéc, stone now worn, 
reading could be Млоуубс with omitted rho? (L.); Elodatos for Elovdatos, cf. REG 77 (1964) 
p. 157, no. 152 (sep. mon.). 

The spelling Коротобфо is an intended archaism on the altar of the period of Hadrian, 
II? 5004 (cf. p. 219 supra). 

The genitives in -xAéo¢ are still found in Roman times, cf. Morphology. The genitive in 
-XMjoc in the metrical sep. mon., Deltion 25 (1970) p.80, по.53 (s. Пр.), is a poetical arti- 
ficiality. 

Lit.: cf. 13.01 supra. 
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13.04 Y for (01, Го?) on early ostraca, vases, etc. 


In the Archaic Period Y very rarely occurs for ov, whether original diphthong or б, 
i.e. Го"). Four of the examples appear on ostraca of the 480s. Thus: ButaAiov on two 
ostraca of BovtaA(ov with Y = original diphthong ov, mentioned AJP 74 (1953), 
p.322; Y for [о]: on a single ostracon of Kallixenos occur both КалМоЕуос "Agtoto- 
vóuv and КаХЧуовуос “Aguotovipo, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 384, no. 14; |хойтус 
(gen. sing.) on an unpublished ostracon of Megacles pointed out to me by E. Van- 
derpool. 

Additional examples on bf. vases: Патоохӛмс 3 dtàa on the vase of Sophilos, ABV 
р-39, no. 16, probably for Патрохдобс, Avvevxévu (= Avvvuxfjtov) on a vase of the 
Swing painter, ABV p.307, по.59 (= CVA, England 1, plate 6.2); Əvgerðiðesş on two 
handles, АВУ р. 178 (= Govgerd(Sy¢, related to #кол#тс as Govxvó(Onc to deoxv- 
dg, cf. J.D. Beazley, JHS 52 [1932] p.194); ҺӘтос on a bf. vase of Neandros, cf. 
Paralipomena p. 69, Boston 61.1073, alongside vayé. 


Less certain: Nvoat, on another vase of Sophilos, cf. ABV p.39, по. 15 (= HBF p.336, по.2), 
which might be for «M»voat, i.e. Мобооц, as suggested by E. Vanderpool (cf. Lit. infra). This 
interpretation accords better with the scene depicted on the vase, although it involves a rare 
case of М for M (cf. 41.03, no.2, p.491 infra). Others read Маки = nurses of Dionysus (cf. RE 
s. v. Муза col. 1630; Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts 5 [1952] pp. 138—9). 

This phenomenon is not normally found in inscriptions on stone. Hesitation between Y and 
О for [o'] can probably be seen іп the sep. mon., 1? 1002 (= (САА р. 131, no.28) (ca. 510— 
500), where “Аутібдту has been corrected to "Амтібото. The О has been carved directly on top 
of the Y, which suggests that the carver originally intended -то, making the same mistake seen in 
ӨофеӨ(ӧєс̧, etc. and then corrected to -to; that the two superimposed letters represent -tov 
seems less likely (cf. p. 239 supra). 

For Budo тӛ оёра tovteAtovido on a sep. mon. found in north Attica (Ikaria), cf. IGAA p. 134, 
no. 37 (originally published Hesperia 17 [1948] p. 141, no. 1) (fin. s. VIa.), the best interpretation 
is L.H. Jeffery's Воло то оёра тодтемоу(бо (= тб Evtedovido, cf. 34.01, p. 428 infra). As 
upsilon was pronounced (и) in Boeotia at this time (cf. Buck, GD? p.28, no.24), it had been 
thought that BuAo could be for (bu--lo:]; but the Boeotian form of the name would probably be 
Вӧлос̧, and the suggestion of Vanderpool (cf. Lit. infra) that Воло has Y for [o] as in Өофғ:Өѓ- 
бес, -хо@тус, etc. should probably be accepted. A name BoüAog is known from later times, cf. 
Hesperia 17 for examples. Cf. 7.012c, p. 143 supra. 


It is difficult to evaluate these examples of Y for [o°] and [o'], especially as they 
occur in types of texts notorious for spelling irregularities and confusion between 
similar but certainly not identical sounds, e.g. v and v in the ostraca. In some dipinti 
of the later sixth century OY is already sometimes written for [о>] (cf. 13.01, no.4), 
and it is quite likely that the Y of ButaA(ov, Тллохобтос, etc. is an inept attempt to 
write OY. Note that on the vase of Neandros just cited hitog occurs alongside vaxi 
for vau (cf.15.011b, p.269 infra). 

On the Kallixenos ostracon with the name given twice, it is the one with "Арідто- 
vúpð which is larger and in better lettering, perhaps a correction? The normal sound 
of Attic v was almost certainly [y] ог |у") by this time, as it is occasionally confused 
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with 4 (cf. 14.01) and qoppa is avoided before it in the earlier sixth century (cf. 1.012). 
The spelling ВотоХ(оу, with Y = [o"], also points to incomplete rendering of OY as 
the explanation. Two other ostraca on which ВутоЛіоу has been changed to Bovta- 
Моу would seem to confirm this explanation (cf. Vanderpool, Ostracism figures 12, 
13). 

For ХохВоёбтс and a few later cases of Y ~ OY, see 14.02 infra. 
Lit.: E. Vanderpool, AJP 74 (1953) p. 322. 


14.00 v-vowels 


14.01 Confusion of v and 1 


The preference for K rather than 9 before v in Attic texts of the earliest period 
indicates that the change in the pronunciation of v from [u] to [y] is essentially 
complete by this time, cf. 1.012 supra. Further evidence that v and v are similar, i.e. 
v — [y], in the Archaic Period is the occasional confusion of the two vowels in semi- 
literate contexts, such as ostraca, dipinti on vases, etc. Cf. 'Agvovovíyuo on nine of a 
group of ostraca of Kallixenos (483 aut 482), cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) pp. 383—384, 
no.12, of which more than a hundred have the expected *Aguotovopo; likewise 
Хоифретабу, Хор [тол©]у@ on two other ostraca of the 480s, Hesperia 19 (1950) 
p.388, no.26; Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.395, no.1b. The dipinto Avoviotyéves 
occurs on a rf. vase of Hieron with other spelling anomalies, cf. ARV? p.468, no. 146 
(= Richter-Hall plate 52). I is for © here. Atóvtoog is said to occur on two other rf. 
vases, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.119. “"Омосведс is found on another rf. 
vase, cf. ARV? р. 1300, Penelope painter no.2 (= FR plate 142; Textband 3, p.127) 
(for -оо- cf. 43.04, p.540 infra). The spelling tog may possibly be for 06с on another 
ostracon of Kallixenos, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.385, no. 17. 

Кошебс and Комс are probably actual variants, not misspellings, for Xovatóc, ХоооўіЅ, оп 
a vase of Makron/Hieron, ARV? p.458, no. 1 (= FR plate 85), cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften 
pp. 206—207. For a vase with Mivuyos, cf. 14.014 infra; for Торімви (= Tiguvér), cf. 14.016. 

After са. 480 В.С. confusion of v and v is confined to certain cases in which as- 
similation or metathesis is involved. Most of the examples are confined to a few 
lexical items (cf. 14.011— 14.016 infra), but there are a few additional cases, usually 
on private sepulchral monuments or documents otherwise showing a low standard of 
orthography. 

Assimilation may be seen in: 

1) MutvAnvaiog II? 9967 (s. ГУ а.) sep. mon.; cf. 14.016 infra; 

2) Zíka II? 1534A.85 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; 


3) ZKIOIKOY (= ХхуибихоВ) ІІ? 1569.67 (са. 330—320) inv.; the reading is certain, although 
the fragmentary nature of the text makes any interpretation doubtful (L.); 
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4) Avovisudayy (for Аюуусийд уу) Hesperia 6 (1937) p.448, no.3, line 15 (ca. 220, сі. 
Hesperia 13 [1944] p.253) decree; has Avovóoua ib. 10; is the spelling due to a combination of 
metathesis and assimilation? Or confusion with 860? (L.); 

5) ХҮРҮЛА ІС Ш.3, no.8.4 (s. Ша.?) defixio; generally thought to be for Хора, cf. 
F. Bechtel, Die attischen Frauennamen (Gottingen, 1902) p. 58 (cf. p. 267 infra); 

6) Ебхихіс II? 8661 (s. Па.?) sep. mon. (L.); for Ebtvxíc, cf. II? 8660; 

7) "I6oxifjc Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 72, no. 138 (s. ШІа.) crude sep. шоп. 


Doubtful: 

8) Kvavvetc II? 6457 (date?) sep. mon. (known only from Pittakes). 

Reject Avofovoatoc, Avovxàñs known only from a very faulty copy of Wheler of a fifth- 
century cas. list, Hesperia 25 (1956) pp.375—377, lines 32, 57 (са. 465); Avoviowv (for 
Avovvoíov) H2? 1042.48 (= IG П, no.478) (са. 41/0) decree (known only from a copy of 
Lebas). 


Assimilation cannot be the explanation in the following cases: 

9) рооботоіс (for шофотоіс) АЕ 1971 p.83, no.4, line 44 (p.97) (333/2? сі. АЕ 1971 
р.112) new fr. of the large building inv., II? 1673, with many spelling anomalies; a simple 
clerical mistake caused Бу the occurrence of uvorfjoua elsewhere (2) (L.); 

10) Әкүбтто II? 9437 (s. Га./5. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.); 

11) Фухостобтом 12 5522а (in add.).2 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., ФАФотоатос ib. 1, simple 
confusion of ®vA- and 4u.- (2); 

12) Ай Муш» Hesperia 12 (1943) p. 51, no. 10, line 1 (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.); careless, has 
aviBeoav for фуЕӨесау, cf. 7.012b, по. 13, р. 143 supra; 

13) IloA(mAog 02 2638 (s. IVa.?) horos of mine at Laureion, cf. AM 67 (1942) p.35, 
no.37. 


Doubtful (known only from early copies): 

14) IIlaugókn Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p. 217, no. 7 (date?) sep. mon.; 

15) MvAnoía II? 5537.6 (date?) sep. шоп. 

16) Путдешс II? 5211 (date?) architrave block giving archon's name. 

An Attic decree, ІІ? 212 (347/6), agrees with texts from the Bosporus in the spelling Tat- 
evoddy¢; in codd. (Demosthenes, Diodorus, etc.) Пар»овдус and Iageroáðng (cf. 35.01c, 
p. 435 infra). 

Lit.: MS? pp. 28, 30, notes 143—144, 154; Lademann p. 116. 


14.011 fjuvov for fiov. The fifth-century form is шоо: e.g. jov І? 4.21 (485/4) 
decree (L.); Р 842.А7-8 (ante 446/5) sacred calendar; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, 
no. 6, lines 104, 106 (= 12 325.18, 20) (са. 414); Hesperia 22. p. 263, no. 4, line 8 (ca. 
414) inventories. 

In the fourth century and later fjuvov, certainly due to assimilation since forms 
like йибоєа, йиіоєос never have v, is the rule. Note по.8 infra, with both fjyvov and 
шоу іп the same line. 


Examples: 


1) боо 02 43.45 (378/7) decree (L.); 
2) йимом Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 26, 55—56 (363/2) decree (genos) (L.); 
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3) fiuvov IP? 1612.319 (336/5) inv., cf. [f]ut[oe]oc ib. 267; 
4) figvovv IP 2492.38 (246/5) loc., cf. ш ока ib. 14; 
5) [ñu]vov II? 1622.130 (са. 342/1) inv., cf. һшоға ib. 144; 
6) fpvov IP? 1629.572 (325/4) inv. (L.); 
7) fiu]vov II? 1632.199 (323/2) inv. (L.); 
8) ñuvov 02 1678.22 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv., but шох in same line, fjuvov B66, also 
Аш о). 23 (L.); 
9) fiuvov IP 2679.7 (post 303/2) horos (mortgage); 
10) fjuvov Hesperia 7 (1938) р.9, no.2, line 35 (242/1, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234) decree 
(genos); 
11) fpvov 02 1534B.250 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (L.). 
The Roman Period prefers ђшох, cf. II? 1100.39, 40, 54 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict; II? 1366.20 
(s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia. 


Lit.: MS? p.28, note 147; Lademann pp. 116—117. 


14.012 ВьфВМо-”- Вівмо-. The assimilated spelling ВівВМо- occurs in a decree of 
403/2 and an edict of the very late Roman Period; elsewhere fvfAvo-. Only v, never 1, 
is attested in BófAoc, where по v follows A. 


Examples: 


Вабмо-: 
1) BiPACov II? 1.61 (403/2) decree (L.); 
2) А Хеіо4 II? 1121.29 (305/6 p.) imp. edict (L.). 


ВоВлос, ВиВЭо-: 

3) ВофХюу IP? 3783.4 (s. Па.) ded.; 

4) Ву|Вмобтржтім Hesperia 16 (1947) p.170, no.67, line32 (new fr. of II? 1009) (116/5) 
decree; 

5) ВоВМо, ВоВЭлодлүхэ II? 1029.25 (96/5) decree (L.); 

6) ВоВмоу II? 1042.41 (са. 41/0) decree; 

7) Вофмобтрод II? 1043.50 (38/7) decree (L.); 

8) ВоВХоу, PuBAvobyxn Hesperia 15 (1946) p.233, по. 64, line3 (where the text is printed 
wrongly, cf. Hesperia 4 [1935] p. 332, fig. 19) (ca. 100p.) ded. (L.); 

9) BuBAiov Hesperia 5 (1936) p.41, fig.40 (= SEG 21.500) (s. l/H p.) regulations for the 
library of Pantainos; 

10) ВоВлоу II? 3669.12 (ca. 269 —270p.) ded. 


Lit.: MS? p.28, note 146. 


14.013 'Auguxtóov ~ "Арфіхліоу. The etymology and history of this word 
remain obscure. If the relationship with xt- is accepted (cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p.35; 
DEG 2, p.592), a v is difficult to explain; perhaps from an original «1ípov/xubov 
alternation as suggested by O. Hoffmann, Die griechischen Dialekte 3, p. 290. On the 
other hand, an original 'Auqvxtóov could have developed to "Арфімлішу by as- 
similation or confusion with арфиктіо. Both spellings are found in Attic texts of the 
fifth and fourth centuries, but there is a definite preference for "Auqixtvav, and this 
is the only spelling which occurs as ап anthroponym (пов. 1, 5-7, 10-11). No text 
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in the Attic dialect contains both spellings (cf. no. 12), but II? 1126, a decree in Delphic 
dialect of the Delphic amphiktyons set up at Athens іп 380/79, has 'Auquíov in 
lines 6, 16, 41, 42, -xtúwv in line 20. 


Examples: 
"Ацфіктбам: 
1) 12952.38 (са. 412/1) cas. list (L., upsilon certain); 
2) I? 1634.1,7 (389/8) inv. of Delian amphiktyons (L.); 
3) 11? 1635.2, 57, 74 (post 374/3) inv. of Delian amphiktyons (L.); 
4) "Арфіхтбосім II? 109.24 (363/2) decree, reading in IG II? is not correct (L.); 
5) 112 6927.1 (са. 360) sep. mon.; 
6) 12 4896.1 (ante 350) ded. (L.); 
7) I? 1541.5 (356/5) inv. (L.); 
8) °Арф[их]тооуєс II? 1649.1 (ca. 350) inv. of Delian amphiktyons; 
9) 11? 1652.20, 22, 26 (334/3) inv. of Delian amphiktyons; 
10) IP 2409.23 (330/29, cf. SEG 16.145) cat. (L.); 
11) BCH 94 (1970) pp. 894, 897, fig.23 (= Deltion 22 [1967] Chronika рр.37-39) (s. IVa.?) 
sep. mon.; 
12) ІР 1134.59, 85, 97, 105 (bis) (117/6) decree of Delphic amphiktyons (in Koine), read 
'Augixt]óoow in line 59 (L.). 
"Арфіхтішу: 
13) "Арфис | (оду І? 135.4 (са. 425, cf. SEG 10.78) decree fr.? (L.); 
14) II? 2799.1 (са. 200) ded. of some amphiktyons; 
15) 12 1132, lines 40ff. (this section of the text is in Attic, “Анфихлішу also in the Delphic 
section) and 
16) Hesperia 39 (1970) p. 309, no. 3, line 1 (= small new fr. of IP 1133); 
Nos.15 and 16 are evidently copies of the same decree of the Delphic amphiktyons, dated 
130/29 B. C., cf. Hesperia 39 p. 310. 
Lit.: MS? p.28, note 145; Lademann p. 116. 


14.014 Movvu- ~ Movvvx- in Moovvuyoc, Movvixía, Movvuxuóv. No satisfactory 
etymology has been proposed, but on the basis of the epigraphical evidence it is 
easier to start from an original Movviy-. A public horos from the Piraeus (with three- 
bar sigma and probably dating to the early fifth century), cf. 12894 (= DGE p.384, 
no. 9.2), has Мбуку(ас, the earliest attestation of the word. Movvveyt- also occurs in 
several inventories of the later fifth century and a decree of 401/400 (see list below); 
Мбушцос occurs on a rf. vase of the late fifth century, ARV? р.1174, Aison no.6 
(= HRF 1 p.17, no.5). The spelling with Movvvy- is first found in a decree of 307/6, 
and is very rare at all periods. It is hard to see how it could be a sporadic survival of 
an original spelling in Movvux- assumed by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.120, 
who derives Motvixoc by analogy from Movvixía, etc. (< Movvvxía by assimilation). 
Movvvyudv, etc. probably indicate a variant pronunciation in which ( has been as- 
similated to the preceding Mov-; the currency of such a pronunciation is the reason 
for the Movvvuy- of codd. 
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The kalos-name Mvuviyos on a late sixth-century bf. vase, ABV p.331, Priam painter по. 5 
(= CVA, England 9, plates 8.5—6; 7.9; 9.3; text pp.99—100), = Мбууцос, not Méviyos with 
Y for (0:| as in 13.04; for the name Мбууцос, cf. II? 6004 (390—365) sep. mon. 

Examples: 

Movvvy-: 

1) Movvvyróvog II? 471.6 (306/5) decree; 

2) Момуууібуос Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 170, no.67, line 21 (new fr. of II? 1009) (116/5) decree; 
3) MJovvvxub[va II? 2125.36 (190—200 p.) eph. сас; 

4) Movvuyid{va] II? 2139.4 (s. Пр.) eph. cat. (L.). 


Doubtful: 
5) (Муобуюуос II? 2271.21 (aet. Rom.) eph. cat. (known only from Fourmont). 


Examples of the normal spelling are so numerous that only an illustrative list need 
be given: 

Мому.: 
Movviyta, Movvucaowv): ІЗ 894 (= DGE p.384, по.9.2) (init. s. Уа.?) horos; I? 310.50, 277 
(429/8), I? 324.88 (426/5 —423/2) inventories; II? 10.7 (401/400) decree (in the foregoing texts 
spelled Movey-); II? 1604.72, 98 (са. 376?), 11? 1613.68 (353/2), 12 1618.137 (post 358/7) in- 
ventories; II? 480.4 (ca. 305/4) decree; Hesperia 29 (1960) p.57, no.84 (s. IVa.) ded.; I? 
1011.16 (106/5), II? 1028.21 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), II? 1029.13 (96/5) decrees; etc. 
Movvíxca: II? 1006.29 (122/1) decree; II? 2130.49 (192/3 p.) eph. cat.; etc. 
Моюусифу: 12 305.14 (406/5) inv.: МоуЦ--; II? 1358.19, 21, etc. (375-350) sacred calendar; 
II? 2490.1 (ante 350) loc.: Моукмбуц, II? 1241.30 (300/299) decree (phratry); II? 389.4 (293/2, 
cf. SEG 21.354), 12 644.4 (296/5), 112 672.2 (279/8), 112 777.3 (252/1, cf. SEG 21.381), ІР 
791.19 (247/6) (L.) decrees; IP 1314.2 (213/2), П2 1327.2 (178/7) decrees (orgeones); II? 
892.4 (188/7), II? 897.3 (185/4) decrees; Hesperia 41 (1972) p.46, no.2, line1 (= 112954 
+ Hesperia 37 [1968] p.272, no. 11) (166/5) decree; Hesperia 36 (1967) p.64, no. 10, line 2 
(ante 150), 112 967.4 (145/4) (L.) decrees; II? 1335.3 (103/2) decree (sabaziastai); II? 1345.1 
(53/4р.) decree (eranistai); II? 2007.6 (s. Ip.) eph. cat.; II? 1996.87 (84/5—92/3 p.) eph. cat.: 
Movvuxubva) (L.); ІІ? 1367.26 (fin. s. Ip.?) sacred calendar; II? 2024.21 (112/3 p.), II? 2046.5 
(paulo ante 140p.), II? 2067.212 (154/5p.), I? 2068.197 (155/6р.): Молу» (L.), ІІ? 2097.25 
(169/70p.) eph. catalogs; Hesperia 33 (1964) p.200, no.52, line2 (post 196p.) decree; II? 
1369.24 (ca. 200p.) poem preceding a law of eranistai; II? 2233.8 (ca. 230р.), IP 2239.96 
(238/9 —243/4 p.) (L.) eph. catalogs; etc. 
Movwviyos: II? 2019.31 (ca. 110p.), II? 2044.101 (139/40 p.) eph. catalogs; note also Moovuy[s, 
if it is not Movvuy[ía, in Praktika 1935 pp. 187—188, no. 2 (aet. Rom.) ded. (or sep. mon.?). 
Lit.: MS? p.29, note 150. 


14.015 "Ідуціс-- ӧс, Кіуӛде-- Кууббє 


In the fifth-century tribute documents 718шес, Kvvóvég occur once for the expected 
"Ióvp£c, Kwóv&c. The variants are perhaps as much due to difficulty in transliterating 
the foreign name as to assimilation. 

"Iàuiéc: ATL 2, no. 8, col. 1.27 (447/6); 
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"Jóvue-: I2 192.12 (= ATL 2, no.2, col. 1.15) (453/2); I? 200.22 (= ATL 2, по. 10, col. 5.27) 
(445/4); ATL 2, no. A9.140 (= Р 64.30) (425/4). 

Read "I]óvy[a] in ATL 2, по. A9.95 (= 1263.105); Дібуцотец in ATL 2, no.2, col. 10.11 
(= 12197.15). 

Кууӛмес: I? 195, col. 5.35 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 5.23) (450/49); 

Кіуӛміс; I? 197.13 (= ATL 2, no. 2, col. 10.9) (453/2); В 198.102 (= ATL 2, no. 8, col. 1.113) 
(447/6); 12 205.66 (= ATL 2, no. 15, col. 1.69) (440/39); ATL 2, no. 12, col.4.16 (= I? 202.16) 
(443/2); ATL 2, по. A9.155 (= 12 64.45) (425/4): Куу(биёс, 

Lit.: MS? p.29, note 148. 


14.016 Metathesis of v and 1. Four sep. monuments of the Hellenistic Period have 
MitvAnvaios for the normal MutiAnvaios: 
MutvaAnvaios: II? 9969 (s. Ша.) 3 times (L.); II? 9971 (s. IIa.) (L.); II? 9968 (s. Па.) 
II? 9966 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments. 
Mvtiunvatos: 12 60.1, 17 (427/6), П2 43.80 (378/7) (L.), П2 40.19 (378/7) (L.), II? 
107.12, 14, 27 (368/7) (L.) decrees; II? 1437.14 (ca. 354—350) inv. (L.); П2 213.7, 11 
(347/6) (L.); 12444 (post 336/5) (L.) decrees; II? 1956.133 (fin. s. IVa.) cat. (L.); 
II? 797.2 (305/4, cf. SEG 21.337) decree: ]uXnvaw (L.); 12 9970 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
II? 2332.59, 136 (183/2) cat.; cf. Mvu (qve Hesperia 9 (1940) p.314, no.31G (са. 
375) ded. 
For an assimilated MutuAnvaiog, cf. 14.01, no. 1, p.261 supra. 


Zvwwwíov appears in the decree, 12 448.23 (323/2) (L.), alongside the usual 
spelling Xuxvévvog in ib. 7, 9, 13, etc. Хикофуюс elsewhere: II? 1643.20 (ca. 350) 
inv.; Hesperia 8 (1939) p.35, no.9, lines 10, 12 (303/2) decree; Deltion 25 (1970) 
p.144, no.2 (362/1); p.145, no.4 (360/59); p.146, по.5 (359/8) agonistic dedi- 
cations; Hesperia 30 (1961) p.212, no.7, line 9 (ca. 300) decree; II? 10294-12 10313, 
sep. monuments; etc. 

There is no metathesis of v and « in окос (‘cupping instrument’), cf. II? 47.8, 11 
(init. s. IVa.) decree; II? 1533.34 (post 338/7) inv. In the financial doc., II? 2776.146 
(aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476), ovx6ag is accusative plural (‘melon 
patches’). 

Metathesis of v and long t occurs in the dipinto on а rf. vase, Toguv@t (for Тіооубі), 
cf. ARV? p. 183, Kleophrades painter no. 15 (= CVA, England 4, plate 8.2). 

For улу (= Шоу), cf. 26.03, p.391 infra. For Avovioixàñs, cf. 14.01, p.262 supra. For 
"D.e(8va, ElAv@era, cf. 18.012, p.342 infra. 

Lit.: MS? p. 29, note 149; p. 30, note 151; Lademann р. 117. 


14.02 Confusion of v and ov 


For Zvufo(ónc a variant Xovfo(óng is attested in three texts of the late Roman 
Period: 12 2102.17 (paulo post 169/70p.), 12 2128.16 (190—200p.) eph. catalogs; 
II? 7483 (s. І/Шр.) sep. mon. (L.). The tendency of v to move to ov is probably due 
to the following labial f. 
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In early Roman times only Xvfio(óng occurs: e.g. П2 7094.6 (fin. s. Ia.) sep. mon.; II? 2297.2 
(aet. Claudii) cat.; Па 1990.13 (61/2р.), II? 2042.16 (ca. 135p.), I? 2068.184 (155/6p.) (L.) 
eph. catalogs; II? 7475 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; etc. 


An anomalous ХОО9000 was read on the now lost sep. mon. of the late Roman 
Period, II? 13224 (s. Ш/ТУр.), assimilation (?), if not purely graphic. 

Another assimilation may perhaps be seen in ZovoovAa on the sep. mon., II? 12631 (s. Пр.), 
if it is for LovgvAAa, rendering ап infrequent Roman name Surulla (derivative of Surus, frequent 
Latin form for Syrus +- Zógoc). It is much more difficult to derive ZovoovAa from the Greek 
name 00а (or УбооХа, cf. 14.01, no. 5, p. 262 supra). Cf. 26.01 b, р. 390 infra. 


Of the two texts with regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos, I? 1365 —IP? 1366 
(s. Ip.), set up by the Lycian named Xanthus, it is the first one, II? 1365, which has 
other non-Attic spellings (e.g. av@epegt for абдпиєобу; of for С, cf. Kirchner's note 
in IGIP, and 44.02, no.29, p.549 infra; ox for o0, cf. 46.02, p.559 infra), with 
xavterdgovoato in line 3, хадідбохооџёуох ib. 12—13 (L.); but the more Atticized 
text has xaðerðovoauévov, cf. II? 1366.8 (L.). The ov of II? 1365 = [u], the Lycian 
pronunciation of v, cf. K. Hauser, Grammatik der griechischen Inschriften Lykiens, 
pp.32-33. 

Simple clerical omission in xowypevos, Hesperia 4 (1935) p.525, no.39, line 22 (226/5) 
decree; Мпуобофом II? 9862 а (in add. nova) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. Correct Avoaxvo[(6]nc, published 
Hesperia 4 (1935) p.71, no.37, line 113, to Avooxovel(dIng, cf. Hesperia 24 (1955) рр.2204., 
line 179 (cf. 11.041). 

For the rare use of Y for OY or O [o'] in the Archaic Period, cf. 13.04, p. 260 supra. 

Lit.: MS? p. 30, note 155. 


14.03 E for v. The only example of є for v that could conceivably be anything 
other than a graphic mistake is Е0дєрёутс for EbOvyuévnc оп a sep. mon., II? 11996 
(ante 350); even here the anomaly could as well be a graphic error as an assimilation. 


14.04 Y for ту. All the examples look like graphic mistakes: Kvðne for Kn8no in а 
mining inv., Hesperia 26 (1957) p.2, no. S2, line 28, of the 350s B.C., is probably 
due to confusion with Kv6fjotoc. Perhaps assimilation, but more likely an error of 
the eye: удуб for үзуй in а sep. mon., II? 10621/3 (s. VIIp.) (L.). Evtvxovotn (for 
Ебтохіс yonoth) on the sep. mon., II? 11482 (s. III/IV p.), is a purely graphic mistake. 
BjovAtow (for BovAijotv) іп the metrical text оп a sep. mon., II? 13009a (in text) 
(= GVI 1, p.665, no. 2055) (s. ПЛЇр.), is known only from a copy made by Pittakes, 
which has other anomalies. 

In ІІ21630.6 read ToAvxdéouc; the [loAnxdéoug printed Hesperia 37 (1968) pp.244ff., 
line 384, is a misprint (L.). 
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15.00-20.00 Diphthongs with short first element 


15.00 The diphthong a: 


The normal development of at was monophthongization to є [e] (probably via (861). 
This sound change was probably completed in Attica by ca. 125 A.D. Confusion of 
au and є probably does not occur in Attic texts of pre-Roman date, although it is 
frequent in Ptolemaic papyri (cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.85), cf. 15.013 infra. In pre- 
vocalic position at was frequently simplified to a through loss of iota, especially in 
the fourth century B.C. In some lexical items the iota is permanently lost, e.g. 'A0nvà 
= "Авпуба + 'A8nvaía, IIvoAeuaíc < IItoAeuatíc, etc.; in others the iota never 
entirely dies out, and the at develops normally to є, e.g. Пецоеедс, Bnoeetc, variants 
for Пекоолейс, Bnoavwóc in Roman times after the change of au to e, cf. 15.012 infra. 
Confusion of au and a before consonants is scarcely attested, cf. 15.011. 

Good evidence for the diphthongal character of ar may be seen іп Аєвоа (= АїӨра), dipinto 
on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.239, Myson no.16 (— Smith, Catalogue 3, p.280, no. E458) (cf. 
Кооёосос, p. 323 infra). 


15.01 a~a 
15.011 av—o/ С 


а) A few examples of at for a before consonants in the Classical and Hellenistic 
Periods look like no more than graphic mistakes: 

1) *A®nvataldinagyév I? 456 (fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.) bronze ded.; clearly a graphic mistake, 
probably caused by beginning а new line: AIA|AI was accidentally inscribed for AIA|IA 
(cf. 22.012, p. 358 infra); 

2) Оут: Пам (бомбу, Hesperia 29 (1960) p.85, no. 165 (= new fr. of IP 3064) (384/3) 
ded.; looks like a copying error for Оу бі Поубкоуйбі, cf. p.354 infra; 

3) “Ауокхоле0с II? 5649 (390—365) sep. mon.; 

4) лоосу. IP 1672.172 (329/8) inv., probably a graphic mistake. For the orthographical 
peculiarities of this text, cf. Introduction, p. 14; 

5) "Енашаїос Il? 10512 (s. Па.) sep. mon. 


In nos.3 and 5 assimilative tendencies may be at work (cf. Nachmanson in Lit. 
infra), but it is just as possible the spelling may be a graphic mistake only, caused by 
the at of the next syllable. In II? 971.14 (140/39) decree, the correct reading is não, 
not nawo (L.). 

There are also a few cases of at for a in the Roman Period: 

6) Пооуо(фифуа) II? 2017.8 (paulo post 102 p.) eph. cat.; 
7) patelav IP 4758 (aet. Hadriani) ded. (priv.); 
8) Повиуорц(буа) II? 2050.9 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat. (L.); 
9) Ararôolupevóçl II? 2124.34 (190—200 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
10) "EAcev8épwv Аїдтуаубоа II? 7458 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 
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Іп these examples of Roman times the value of аш is presumably [e]. In all of them 
assimilation could be the explanation, progressive assimilation in nos.6, 8, and 9; 
regressive in nos.7, 10. But graphic mistakes may also be involved. By this time a and 
а are the same, as аге àv and à; the unwanted iota may be related to spellings like hu 
BovAf, etc. (cf. 22.031, pp.365ff. infra). There are so few cases of AI for а/ С 
in Attic inscriptions that one could tie it in with the tendency for v to develop between 
а and following consonants in the modern language (as in -avxnc, -auxi, etc.) only 
with some hesitation. 


b) Examples of A for av... C are very rare on stone inscriptions and doubtless due 
to careless omission: таїс olxiag (if not careless writing of accusative for dative) 
II? 2499.6 (306/5) loc. (orgeones); “Аүгібос Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 109, по.53, 
line 12 (188/7) decree; final -a written -a in Ev]ufiàAAeo0a тўс, cf. II? 663.14 (286/5, 
cf. SEG 16.62) decree. But in Hesperia 36 (1967) p.59, no.6, line 31 (= 112937 + 
new frr.) (ca. 170) decree, read Evyagiotov vast ---, not evyaguototva(t), cf. SEG 
24.135. 

‘Rare cases of А for щ/ - С among dipinti and graffiti are due to careless incomplete rendering 
of diphthongs: e.g. vaxi for vaxi on a bf. vase of Neandros, cf. Paralipomena p.69, Boston 
61.1073, where there is a similar treatment of ov іп hitog (cf. 13.04, p.260 supra); vauxí 
and vat occur on the same vase; cf. xavóc for xawóc, graffito from the Agora, cf. Agora 21, 
p.8, no. B2 (= Lang, Graffiti no. 22) (ca. 500). Cf. c) infra. 


с) Вёфаотос is an infrequent variant for héqatotog in the dipinti. It is uncertain 
whether this is an earlier form of the word before development of а to at/__ot (cf. 
Тоо‹ у from Тообду, cf. 17.01 infra), or just another case of incomplete rendition 
of the diphthong as in усх for vauxí (cf. b) supra). 

Һефаотос: ABV p.82, Nearchos по.1 (= LSAG p.77, no.24); ARV? p.1145, Kleophon 
painter по. 36 (= CVA, Germany 6, plate 74). 

Һефошотос: e.g. ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.150, no.2); ABV p.135, Group Е no.44 
(= CVA, England 4, plate 24.1a—b); ARV? p.319, Onesimos no.3 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, 
p.72, no. E47); ARV? p.494, Birth of Athena painter по.1 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.256, 
no. E410); ARV? p.869, Tarquinia painter no.55 (— Smith, Catalogue 3, p.389, no. D4) 
(һето(Цотос); ARV? р. 1268, Kodros painter no.2 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 113.1—2); 
etc. 


d) xadaoth ('palm,' unit of measurement) and derivatives have only а; лахслотїїс 
(‘wrestler’), only au: 


Examples (all texts inventories unless otherwise noted): 

nakaorh: 12 372.35, 196, 205 (409/8); ІР 1666.А33, 37, 47, 51, etc., B7, 11, 22, 26, 62, 76 
(356/5-353/2); IP 1668.18- 19, 41, 43, 47, etc. (347/6); II? 1678.37, 40, 44, 51, etc. (са. 350, 
cf. SEG 13.49); Il? 463.65, 67 (307/6) decree; II? 1680.7 (fin. s. IVa.?); ІР 1685.В,12 (init. 
5. Ша.). 


толаАаотос, леутелбАаотос, etc.: Е 373.10, 82, 237 (409/8); I? 372.133, 158, 164, 177, 219, 


232 (409/8); IP 1666.В70, 73, 79, 82, 84 (356/5-353/2), IP 1672.154, 157 (329/8); IP 
1685.В,12 (init. з. Ша.); IP 1682.12 (285/4). 
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лаћостоїос: Il? 1675.13 (ca. 337/6); I? 1672.153, 157, 169 (329/8); II? 1693.7 (s. IVa.?). 
лаћоотіқ: 12 846.5 (post 446) cat.: хоХао(ёь П2 2311.29, 44 (400—350) cat. 


є) The Attic decree, II? 212 (347/6), agrees with texts from the Bosporus in the 
spelling Пошообӛтіс against codd. with Ilaovoáónc, Ilagswoáóng (cf. 35.01c, 
p. 435 infra). 

Lit.: MS? p.18, notes 85-87; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.276; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp.127, 
233; E. Nachmanson, Altgriechische Volkssprache pp. 45 f£. 


15.012 саг-а/..У 

Ап au before an а-, e-, ог i-vowel is frequently simplified to a-. In the case of a(t)e(, 
'A$8nva(()a, a(L)&óc, there is a clear chronological development from oV to aV, 
although ais is used in Roman times, chiefly as а poetical form; a similar develop- 
ment from atV to aV тау be seen in all cases of -aut-, cf. 15.0128. In the case of the 
demotics and other words in -atevs the omission of iota is confined chiefly to the 
period ca. 500—ca. 150 (most common ca. 400—ca. 250), and is usually less frequent 
than the original spelling; it is clear from later spellings like ITIetoeeóc, etc. that ar 
remained in this morpheme (except perhaps in a few special cases, cf. Фохағ0с) and 
eventually passed to [e]. The loss of iota in these cases, or a tendency to its loss in 
-avevs, is due to the tendency of the second element of the diphthong to become a glide 
before vowels with subsequent deletion, i.e. [Vi-V] > [Vil V] ~ [VJV] > [V-V]. 

The loss of iota in at/_o-vowels is very rare, and analogy prevented spellings like біхаа, 
Вохлба, etc. for dixala, Povala, etc. because of the absence of бїхаос, etc. for (xavog (cf. 
15.0129 infra). 

For биха(ау, scanned о» -, alongside Suxavoovvn, scanned 9-%-, in а third-century B.C. 
sep. mon., cf. 10.04a, p. 213 supra. 

Intrusive iota after a/—V is virtually unattested, cf. 10.03, p. 210 supra. 

Lit.: MS? рр. 30—33, notes 156—182; Lademann pp. 8—9, 117. 


15.0121 'A8nvaía, 'Aünvóáa, "Адпуб 
15.0122 aieí, def 

15.0123 a(l)etds, etc. 

15.0124 é&Xa(()a, etc. 

15.0125 Потеідо()0 

15.0126 (Поо)л0ХАа(ю0, etc. 


15.0127 Demotics, ethnics, toponyms in -ateóg ~ -аєбс 
а) 'Ala()eóg Ы) 'Avaxa()e0g с) Гоасос(2) d) 'EXa()eóg е) Eoua()sóg f) Коба 
уа(9е0с в) MuAawig Б) Пехов(1)60с:1) duya()eóg і) (9Оо(9е0е k) ethnics in -0(0)є0с. 
15.0128 -au-~-at- 
а) (Пау)офтуо(Міхбе b) "“Абтуо(0і с) Ахаййа d) 'Axa(Qixóg е) &a()v- f) “Eo 
pa(i)ixds g) 'Eouaíc, "Eoua()(oxog h) "Ноа()бс, Heaxós i) @nea(ijis j) Anva(ijis 
k) Tlevgarxds т) ПЛата(Чикбс n) Пходеро(5)с, -tuc, -v000. 
15.0129 а for at before o-vowels 
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15.0121 "Адтмака, "Адтуаа, 'A91và. Here there is clear chronological develop- 
ment from "Адпуаба, normal before 400 B.C., to "Адтуй, the only form found after 
300 B.C., via an intervening ”Абууда found only ca. 500—just after 350 В.С. 


15.01211 "Авемака is standard on fifth-century public documents; cf. е. g.: 

Decrees: I? 6.118 (ante 460); I? 16.22 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.66, по.31) (469—450); 12 73.18 
(ante 4302); 12 91/2.3, etc. (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 1275.2, 3 (430-4202); Р 76.40 (435- 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 222); I? 84.17 (421/0); etc. 

Inventories: 12 237.54, 12 238.65, 12241.101, 12 242.112, P 243.122, P 245.152, Р 254.280 
(all in the period 429—407); I? 257.7, I? 258.13, Hesperia 35 (1966) p.337, line 38 (= I? 262), 
12 270.131, SEG 22.31.1 (= Ї 273) (all in the period 433—412); 12 279.52, 12281.93, 12 
282.126, 127, 12 283.129, 141 (bis) (all in the period 431—418); 12 293.8 (post 440); I? 295.4 
(433/2); 12 298.18 (411, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.250, no.81); 12 301.15 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35); 
12 304A.2, etc. (410/9); I? 304 B.47, 59 (407/6); P. 310.188, 216 (429/8); I? 324.50, 51 (426/5— 
423/2); II? 1655.8 (405/4, cf. SEG 10.298) (L.); I2 366.1 (434/3); I? 376.3 (ca. 424/3, cf. SEG 
10.304); I? 374.277 (408—406): 'A0cvaía (L.); etc. 

Horos: 12 866 (= DGE p. 384, no. 9.3) (fin. s. V a.?, cf. p. 24 supra). 


A very few fifth-century public texts have "Абтуба or 'Адтуй: 
"Adnvaa: 
1) “Адеубас SEG 10.366 (= Praktika 1933 pp.9, 42) (са. 500?) horos (found at Marathon) 
(L.); 
2) “Адеудас 12 25.5 (424/3 cf. Meiggs- Lewis р.204, no.71) decree, --'A]|[8nv]atag ib. 10- 
11(L.); 
3) *Adevaal Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 31, no. 2, line 11 (411—401) law code. 
Ату: 
4) 'A8tvà 12355а.1 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.146, по. 54) (440/39) abandoned false start of 
an inv.; 
5) "Абеуді xat К. J. Dover, Hist. Comm. Thuc. 4 p.227, fr. e, line 2 (= Meiggs- Lewis p.236, 
no. 78; 12 99.38, corrected) (416/5) decree (L.); 
6) "A91vàc Hesperia 7 (1938) p.74, no.3 (late fifth, but could be fourth.c. B. C.) horos (of the 
olx(a of Athena Polias). 


'A81vaía is by far the most common spelling found on private texts before 400 
B.C.: more than 55 examples occur on the dedications I? 400—1? 759; cf. also Hesperia 
1 (1932) p.46, no. Ш (= DAA p.334, по. 312) (init. s. Va.) ded.; as well as the sep. 
mon. (fin. s. Va. aut init. s. IVa.) published AE 1948—49, pp. 146ff. (= SEG 12.80). 


Вис'Адтудба and ’А туй also occur occasionally: 


“Адеудо: 
7) Р579(- DAA р.43, no. 41) (ca. 510—500) (L.); 
8) DAA p.274, no. 238 (= 12613 + new frr.) (fin. s. VIa.?); 
9) DAA p.334, no. 313 (-- І? 696, corrected) (init. s. V a.); 
10) 12 615.1 (init. s. Va.? cf. DAA p.219, по. 184); 
11) P? 711 (init. s. Va.) (L.); 
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*Atevaa also on three bronze dedications, І? 415, I? 424, 12 461 (the earliest of such texts not 
before 550, cf. LSAG p.68, note 1); graffito on a black-glazed sherd, I? 644; most of the dipinti 
аге on later rf. vases: "Авпуба: JHS 76 (1956) р. 18, plate 1.1, 3 (= SEG 16.41; ARV? p. 1144, 
no. 16) dipinto on a vase of the Kleophon painter (ca. 425); ARV? p. 1174, Aison no. 1 (= CVA, 
Spain 2, plates 1-5); ARV? p. 1177, Aison no. 48 (= HRF2 p.184, no.12); ARV? р.1318, 

Aristophanes по.1 (= HRF 1 p.51, no. 1); ARV? p.1315, Painter of the Karlsruhe Paris no. 1 

(= CVA, Germany 7, plate 22.4); ARV? p. 1339, Near the Talos painter no.4 (= HRF2 

p. 450, no. 4); etc. 

But some earlier rf. vases have the "Абєуба spelling: ARV? p.31, Dikaios painter no. 2 (= CVA, 

England 4, plate 3.1); ARV? p.869, Tarquinia painter no.55 (— Smith, Catalogue 3, p.389, 

no. D4). Three dipinti with "Афеуба on bf. vases cited by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 127, 

note 5 are dubious. 

“Адеуд: 

12) 12699 (init. s. Va., cf. DAA p.291, по.263). Only 'A6cva: actually occurs оп the fr., which 
is broken at the left, but has its original right lateral surface; perhaps the end of a hexameter 
as suggested by DAA, loc. cit. 

The other alleged example on a stone text probably does not exist: the :TA@ENAIA- 
TIAPXEN published IG I, suppl. p. 43, по. 373 м cannot be located; ће АПАРХ| part (called 
1С 1, suppl. p.43, по. 373 w fr. b by DAA p.386) is probably fr. d of the complex DAA p.385, 
no. 351 (contains parts of 12 752 and I? 758); the :TA@ENAI part becomes fr. с. of DAA p.384, 
no.350 (contains remainder of I? 752, 1? 758; cf. AAA 1 [1968] p.65) and should read тадє- 
valla: or x&evaa[c. 

'A8evàg is said to be inscribed оп one fr. of a bronze vase, cf. I? 460.9 (s. VIa.?). 

"АӨғуй is rare as dipinto on rf. vases, cf. ARV? p.494, Painter of the birth of Athena по.1 
(= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.256, no. E410); ARV? р. 1325, Manner of the Meidias painter no. 49 
(= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 344, no. E 696) (this last in Ionic script). 

A few of the early dedications have non-Attic spellings (examples in Ionic script denoted by 
asterisks): "Автуайти: I? 574 (init. s. V a., cf. DAA p. 32, no. 29); I? 530 (ca. 475? cf. DAA р. 126, 
no. 121); P 604 (ca. 475—465 cf. DAA p.122, no. 119); І? 732" (ca. 470—450? cf. DAA p.40, 
no. 39); I? 524" (470—450? cf. DAA p.321, по. 298) (L.); 

"Автуйи (always end of a hexameter): I? 510 (са. 525-500? cf. DAA p.8, no.4), cf. Hiller's 
note in IG I? on non-Attic character of the writing; I? 686 (са. 500 cf. DAA p. 224, no. 190); 

"Абама: I? 643 (init. s. Va., cf. DAA p. 53, no. 53), also has noMéoxe. 


15.01212 In the fourth century "Адтуй replaces 'A8nvaía and "Адпува. Of the 
public texts which can be dated with precision the inventories offer the most examples; 
in them ”А9Өлүуй is usual by about 360. Any spelling of the word is rare in decrees 
before 350, but “Афтүуд is attested several times in such texts after that date. Two 
decrees have more than one spelling (cf. nos.2, 5) and there are two rather late 
examples of the uncontracted spellings (nos. 2, 6). 


Decrees: 

"А дтууаќа: 

1) II? 44.17 (378/7) (L.); 

2) 02 212.38 (347/6) ’A®nvata іп the quotation of a projected ded., but 'A8nvà а few 
lines before in the text (34). 
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"Atyvaa: 
3) Hesperia 26 (1957) р. 51, no. 8, line 32 (= II? 17.32, corrected) (394/3); 
4) I? 111.67 (363/2) (L.); 
5) Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 10 (363/2) decree (genos); "АӨтуби ib. 52, 88, 90, 
93 (1.); 
6) 112 218.1 (346/5) in the heading. 


Inventories (for sacred calendars, cf. infra): 
°АӨтуаќа: 
7) 12 1370.2 (403/2); 
8) 11? 1374.1—2 (400/399): "АӨтуа]|ѓас̧ xai төзу базу Өғбу; 
9) 12 1400.2 (390/89) (І..); 
10) II? 1428(in add.).108 (367/6); 
For II? 1655, cf. 15.01211 supra. 


“Афтудоа: 
11) II? 1388.2 (398/7); 
12) IP 1412.13 (post 385/4) (L.); 
СЕ. the cat. IP 2344.1 (init. s. IV a.). 


*Atnva (cf. also nos.2, 5 supra): 


Decrees: 
13) IP 112.7 (362/1) (L.); 
14) II? 127.38 (356/5) (L.); 
15) II? 223.B4 (343/2); 
16) Sokolowski, Lois? p. 63, no.33, lines 5, 18, B9, B22 (— II? 334.9, 22) (335—329); 
17) II? 333.c17 (335/4); 
18) IP 411.32 (post 336/5): vt," A6nvàw.]A[2.]A; 


Cf. also II? 674.16 (273/2), II? 687.54 (265/4), II? 776.23 (255/4), etc. 


Inventories: 


19) Il? 1425.169 (368/7); 

20) Il? 1437.73 (са. 354-350) (L.); 
21) IE 1436.47 (349/8) (L.); 

22) ІР 1590.3 (343/2); 

23) IP? 1443.126, 129 (344/3) (L.); 
24) IP 1474.19 (318/7); 

25) 12 1475.16 (ca. 318); 

26) ІІ? 1480.3 (314/32); 

27) II? 1492.54 (post 311/0). 


'Atnvà occurs also in the heading and text of the oath of the ephebes from Acharnae, cf. 
Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., lines 2, 18 (= Siewert рр.5-7) (paulo post 350? cf. Charis- 
terion Orlandou А, pp.79 —87). The various sacred calendars of this period contain all three 
spellings, sometimes two in the same text. Thus the extensive calendar from Erchia, BCH 87 
(1963) pp. 603 ff. (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p. 36, no. 18) (375—350?), has "Абтуби іп 
lines B31 and A15, but ”Адтубал in line A 62. Probably both 'A$1vaía and ’Adnvaa occur in 
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another large calendar dated just after 403: "Afmvaiar occurs in Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19 ff., 
no.2, line 49, but the restorations 'A81va]ía: (12), "А туб]ох (7, 14) are probably correct; the 
left margins of this stoich. text are sometimes indented, but the system seems recoverable (cf. 
HSCP 66 [1962] pp.256—9; SEG 21.540). In other frr. associated with this calendar (cf. ).Н. 
Oliver, Hesperia 4 (1935) pp.6, 29-30) 'A$qvaía occurs, viz. II? 1357а.26, 112 1357b.1-2 
(= Sokolowski, Lois? p.33, по. 17, lines B18, C1—2). The “Адтуоға spelling is also found in 
three more such calendars, but for them there is no precise indication of date within the (earlier?) 
fourth century, cf.: I? 844/845 8.11 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.32, по. 16); ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, 
lines 53, 54 (post 403/2); II? 1358.35 (= Sokolowski, Lois? р. 46, no. 20). The calendar from 
Teithras has only an example of “АӨтүуб, cf. Hesperia 30 (1961) p.293, no. 1, line 8 (= Soko- 
lowski, Supplément p. 218, no. 132; SEG 21.542) (400—350). 

All three spellings are found on fourth-century dedications; all these texts are set up by private 
individuals. There is often no very precise indication of date, but two instances of “Adyvaar 
cannot be pushed back much before ca. 360—350 (cf. nos. 32, 33). 


“Адтүуса: 


28) II? 4319 (ante 350); 
29) II? 4322 (ante 350); 
30) II? 4323 a (in add.) (ante 350); 
31) II? 4324 (ca. 350); 
СЕ. II? 4337 (s. IV a.). 


“Афтуда: 


32) Hesperia 9 (1940) р.58, по.7 (ante 350). This man was а diaitetes са. 325 В.С., hence this 
text probably dates 25 —35 years earlier; 

33) II? 4329 (ante 350). This man was the brother of the man in no. 32; 

34) II? 4326 (ca. 350). 


"Adnva: 


35) 12 3453.3 (са. 360) in verse; 
36) IP 4327.9 (ca. 350); 

37) IP? 4328 (ca. 350); 

38) II? 4330 (ca. 350); 

39) IP? 4331 (post 350); 

40) II? 4332 (post 350); 

41) II? 4335.2 (350—300); 

42) II? 4336.2 (s. IVa.); 

43) IP 2939 (= ІР 4339) (s. IV a.). 


Examples of the earlier spellings in later periods are virtually unknown. The rather crude ded. 
(priv.) published Hesperia 10 (1941) p.63, по.29 has 'A[0]nvaías (L.). There is no indication 
of date, although sigma has the formC, and omega W, which would normally make the later 
Roman Period come first to mind for a stone inscription. It is uncertain if the text was in verse. 
Surely wrong is the "Адтуаіа restored іп a decree of 118/7 by B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 32 (1963) 
p.22, no.23, line 10 ("stoich. 46-58”!). Doubtful: "Адтуаа IP 3191 (ca. 150p.) дей; if 
correct, perhaps a learned revival. 
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15.0122 сг, def. аїєї is the only form found before 450 B.C., e.g. 12 1014 (= 
IGAA p.138, no.46; LSAG p.78, no.29) (ca. 540?) вер. mon. (in verse, scanned 
as --); 12 920В (= GVI 1, p.660, no. 2042) (са. 500) sep. mon. (on reverse, uncertain 
if this part of text also metrical). 

Both аіє and dei are found in state decrees of the period 450—350 B.C., but 
aleí is unusual after the early part of the fourth century, and it is no more frequent 
than d even in the second half of the fifth century. 
aiei: 1291.25 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 12 12.26 (411, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.247, по.80); 
Р 110.33 (410/9); P 113.12—13 (са. 410); II? 78.8 (ante 378/7); ІІ? 109.b 14 (363/2); II? 
116.12 (361/0), has ає ib. 4; II? 146.3 (ante 361/0); I1? 287.10 (са. 350, cf. SEG 24.90). «їе 
twice іп the genos decree, Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 9, 83 (363/2). But in the Bendis 
decree read in line 14: ёр IIeo]auet, cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.20, no.6 (= SEG 10.64; 
21.52) (413/22). 
det: 13 59.15 (са. 427/6); І2 79.10 (ca. 425, cf. SEG 21.41); P 118.17 (408/7); ІЗ 1064.4 (fin. 
s. Va., cf. SEG 24.17; probably earlier than 405/4); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.39, no.38, line 4 
(s. Уа.); 02 32.15 (385/4); IP 77.17 (ante 378/7); IP 79.12 (ante 378/7); I 43.34 (378/7); 
Il? 97.2 (375/4); I? 105.12 (368/7); I? 116.4 (361/0), has olet ib. 12; II? 145.21 (ante 358/7, 
cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) p.266, по. 68), II? 133.26 (355/4); ІР 162.b 8 (360—350, сі. SEG 23.51); 
II? 195.4 (ante 353/2); II? 140.14 (353/2); II? 204.21 (352/1). 

But in the decree, I? 63.46 (425/4), htvaet should be read hiva ёг as in ATL 2, no. A9.46. 


In other types of texts occur: det 12 10954 (fin. s. Va.), 02 7268.4 (init. s. IVa.) both sep. 
monuments; also defuvnotos (cf. infra). Date and Attic origin are quite uncertain for the 
metrical sep. mon. with єйрєуёс се), cf. СУ! 1, p. 691, no. 2070 а (s. IV a.?). 


Examples of aleí are very rare in all kinds of text in the period ca. 350 B.C. to the 
end of the Hellenistic Period: 


II? 551.6 (paulo ante 307/6, cf. SEG 24.109) decree (L.); II? 1165.19, 24 (300—250) decree 
(tribe), but de occurs in line 32, where TOYZAEIKAGIZTAMENOYZ must be for тоос dei 
хафотацеуомс (L.); II? 1326.6 (176/5) decree (dionysiastai). 
dei is very common in this period, cf. e.g.: II? 223.14 (343/2); II? 226.9 (са. 343/2); 112 235.21 
(340/39) decrees; Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., line 11 (= Siewert pp.5—7) (paulo post 
350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou А, pp.79—87) oath (ephebes); П2 237.29, 30 (338/7); II? 
244.36 (337/6); I? 275.9 (ante 336/5); 112 338.22 (333/2); 112416.15 (са. 330); П2 365.b7 
(323/2); П2 385.17 (319/8); IP 448.75 (318/7); ІР 505.57 (302/1); ПР 580.9 (fin. s. IVa.); 
II? 594.3 (fin. s. IVa.) decrees; AM 66 (1941) p.218, no. 1, line 12 (313/2) decree (deme); II? 
646.14, 35 (295/4); I? 657.29, 65 (283/2); II? 659.9, 21 (283/2); 112 682.34, 83 (post 256/5) 
decrees; Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, по.1, line37 (= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree (hippeis); 
АЕ 1953/4, Part 1, p. 130, no.3, line 19 (= SEG 15.112) (са. 225) decree (demesmen of 
Rhamnus); Il? 1324.12 (ca. 200?) decree (orgeones); Hesperia 36 (1967) p.59, no.6, line 9 
(= IP 937 + new fr.) (ca. 170) decree; II? 1330.50, 62 (post 163) decree (synodos of technitai); 
TI? 1013.16, 49 (fin. s. Ша.) decree; etc. In private texts: de(uvnotoc, 4еіх мос іп sep. monuments 
(cf. infra). 


In public texts of the Roman Period де is normal: 


СЕ. I? 1042.b 20 (ca. 41/0); ІІ? 1035.26 (10/9— 3/2, cf. p. 124 supra, no. $9) decrees; I? 1343.36 
(са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai); II? 1346.5, 9 (init. s. Ip.) decree (hierateuousai); II? 1075.9 
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(117-138р.) decree; Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.363ff., line 29 (= ІР 1088.32) (132-138р.) 
decree (Panhellenes); II? 2086.38 (163/4p.) eph. cat. ІІ? 1368.14 (ca. 162/3р.) Iobacchi 
regulations; II? 1122.7 (150—200 p.) fr. (from an imp. letter?); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.231, 
no. 31, fr. a, line 23 (= Hesperia, suppl. 6 [1941] p. 120, no. 25, line 12) one of a series of imp. 
letters (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 6, p. 108, по.24 [= IP? 1108 + new frr.]) (ca. 176—180 p.); Hesperia, 
suppl. 6 (1941) p.125, no.31 (ca. 230p.) decree; goaet II? 1121.26, 33 (305/6p.) imp. edict. 
For díuvnotoc, cf. p. 277 infra. 


There тау have been a learned revival of ate, for it is found in two texts of this 
period: I? 4705.7 (17?) ded. (ргіу.); II? 1099.24 (121 p.) imp. letter (L.). 

In metrical texts of Roman times there is a clear tendency to use alei and the 
poetical aiév when the first syllable must be long for the metre, while de is used 
when an iamb is needed: 
det ІР 4473.7 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.), but alév in ib. 21, very likely ai[e in ib. 19; alei II? 3811.3 
(ante 250p.) ded.; alév II? 13173.35 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; uncertain: aljév Peek, AG 2, p.52, 
по. 187, line 5 (= II? 13143) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; [aie]( II? 6146 (s. Гр.) sep. mon. 
det: ІР 5007.11 (aet. Hadriani) text of an oracle with false archaisms; Annuario n.s. 21/22 
(1959/60) p.421 (= SEG 22.156) (ca. 176p.) ded.; ІР 4792.3, 4 (s. Пр.) ded. (ргіу.); ІР 
10385.6 (s. ПЛИр.), I? 13149,2 (s. П/Шр.) sep. monuments; IP? 4473 just cited. Scansion 
uncertain: ---Jou det лобӨёоутес Etaigor Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 282, no. 152 (s. 1a.) sep. mon. 
Exceptional here is: обом іс de ІР 10073.16 (s. ПЛЇр.) sep. mon. Cf. 10.04b, p.213 
supra. 


As the first element of compounds only det- is found in the Classical and Hellenistic 
Periods: 
Prose texts: devpuyia I? 1635.136 (post 374/3) inv.; ”Аеботоатос Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) 
p. 148, no. 84, line 91 (155/4) decree, detoutor ib. 48 (cf. infra). 
Metrical texts: deipvnotos: 1I? 7711 (= GVI 1, p.414, no.1386) (390—365); II? 11169.6 (ca. 
350); I? 13104/5 (post 350) sep. monuments; probably: d]e(uvnatov II? 11438.4 (ante 350) 
sep. mon.; @в\хёМмос II? 7198.5 (s. Па.) sep. mon. 


Thus де(оілов is normal іп the Hellenistic and early Roman Periods: 


Cf. e.g.: Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, line 43 (= II? 915 + new frr.) (203/2); Hesperia, suppl. 1 
(1937) p. 43, no.9, line 89 (256/5); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.82, no. 29 (s. Ша.); Agora 15, p.145, 
по. 168 (= 12920 + new frr.) (193/2); Hesperia 17 (1948) p.17, no.8 (ca. 190); Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p. 94, no. 44, line 6 (init. s. Па.); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.33, no.6, line 48 (173/2); 
Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.148, no.84, line 48 (155/4), has 'Ae(otoatoc ib. 91 (cf. supra); 
Hesperia 17 (1948) p.17, no.9, line42 (140/39); Hesperia 17 (1948) p.29, no.13, line9 
(74/3— 63/2, not 64/3, cf. Agora 15, p.214, no. 265); II? 1049.15 (57/6, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 
[1937] p.170, no.101) (L.; Hesperia 12 (1943) p.56, no.14, line 10 (ca. 50—40); Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.182, no.112, line1 (50-25); II? 1070.2 (paulo ante 19p.) Hesperia 29 
(1960) p.34, no. 41, line 1 (100 B. C. —100 A.D.) decrees; etc. 


актов is very rare in this period: 
Hesperia 3 (1934) p.21, no.19, line 6 (166/5) (cf. 9.022, no.25, p.197 supra); Hesperia 33 


(1964) p.198, no. 50, line 12 (fin. s. Ia.) decrees. The example cited from the third-century B. C. 
decree, II? 678.43 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377), has only the authority of Pococke's copy, which is 
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probably not reliable (cf. 9.022, Notes and Corrections, p. 198 supra). The restoration of діділ- 
in II? 1050.1, 12 (ca. 80?) is dubious since the lines vary in length. 

The word becomes well attested again after the beginning of the second century 
after Christ. The spelling deíortor has passed out of use, and the usual spellings are 
aiovro. and дісємтої (with EI for 1). Cf. дішупатос іп the ded., II? 3969.10 (148— 
150p.) (prose). That the at of dfo(e)ito. was not monophthongized to [e] can be seen 
from the presence of a diaeresis іп фідємої in the pryt. cat., II? 1782.48 (177/8р.), 
cf. 4.031, no.3, p.96 supra. 
оло: Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, no.52, line 3 (init. s. Пр.); ІР 1764.11 (138/9p.) (LJ; 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p.43, no. 12, line 4 (146-165р.); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.175, по. 77, line 7 
(146—165 р.); Hesperia 12 (1943) p.60, no. 15, line 6 (152/3 аш 153/4p.); Hesperia 33 (1964) 
p.220, no.65 (= 121768), line 6 (ante 165p.); II 1773.6—7 (166/7 p.); 112 1774.8 (167/8p.); 
12 1775.7 (168/9p. Hesperia 11 (1942) p.52, no.19, line6 (169/70р.); ПІЗ 1788.7 (= 
Hesperia 11 [1942] p.55, no. 21, line 4) (174/5 p.); II? 1791.11 (181/2 p.); II? 1794.4 (180/1p.); 
121798.13 (190/1р.); Hesperia 11 (1942) p.64, no.30, Іпе5 (= 121812) (ca. 200p.) 
Agora 15, p. 299, no. 419, line 11 (= ІР 1807 + new frr.) (188/9 p.) pryt. catalogs; etc. 
діалог: Їдемо, Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 37, no. 8, line 3 (ca. 100p.) pryt. cat.; Hesperia, suppl. 1 
(1937) p.193, no. 121, line 3 (= 1I2 1073 + II? 1074) (ca. 120p.) decree; Joevto. Hesperia 26 
(1957) p.213, no.61, line 1 (paulo ante 138р.); П2 1765.7 (138/9p.); ІР 1773a(in add.).5 
(post 150р.); II 1776.7 (169/70p.); Il? 1782.48 (177/8p.); ІР 1802.3 (post ca. 218p.); ІР 
1808.21 (fin. s. IIp.); II? 1806а(іп add.).8 (195/6p.); П2 1816.3 (paulo ante 220/1р.); ІР 
1819.2 (ca. 200p.) pryt. catalogs; II? 1077.38 (209/10 p.) decree; II? 1828.35 (post ca. 218p.); 
II? 1817.17 (paulo ante 220/1 p.) (L.) pryt. catalogs; etc. 
de(ovtov: There is only the doubtful áevo(to[vc-- in the pryt. cat., Hesperia 26 (1957) p.246, 
no. 97 B, line 4 (= Agora 15, p.287, no. 400) of са. 180 A. D.; there is no doubt of the reading 
of the letters EIZ (cf. Hesperia 26, plate 62), but the fragment is so small as to make their 
interpretation as part of this word uncertain. The dieo[ of the pryt. cat., Agora 15, p.292, 
по. 407 (= II? 1795) (184/5 p.), involves a graphic mistake (on the stone or due to J. Spon, only 
witness to the text?); metathesis of the C and € of díoertor (or crossing the C by mistake instead 
of the €) is more likely to have occurred than metathesis of | and € of бетон. 

The [-У]уаос̧ of the now lost metrical sep. mon. of the second century A.D., II? 12628 
(= GVI 1 p.35, по. 117), should probably be restored (дб)маос, although, in view of the fondness 
бог айєй in verse texts of this type whenever -- is needed, one might also consider possible 
[alé]vaog, a spelling attested іп a fourth-century text from Geronthrai, cf. IG V.1, no. 1119. 


15.0123 a(l)etdc, etc. Only avis found in texts earlier than 300 B. C.: 


о{єт©с (all examples = architectural term except no. 2): 
1) P 373.95, 115 (409/8) inv.; 
2) IP 1425.373 (368/7) inv. (= artifact representing the bird); 
3) I? 1668.39 (347/6) inv.; 
Cf. Aletéc, personal name on a rf. vase, ARV? p. 1253, Eretria painter no. 58 (= CVA, Poland 1, 
plate 38). 


aievua toc: 
4) 12 372.181 (409/8) inv. 
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évauéttov: 
5) P. 349.21, 23 (437/6) inv.; 
6) 12 350.49 (436/5) inv. 


хатоќта: 
7) 12 1668.39 (347/6) inv. 
лаооцетіс: 


8) II? 1666.B 15—16 (356/5—353/2) inv.; 
9) Il? 1627.302 (330/29) inv. 


In the third century détwpa occurs twice, aletés once: 
There is no reason to assume the earlier form of аётора was not alétwpa. 
10) [t]d [á]étwpa 02 1271.6 (299/8?) decree (thiasotai) (non-stoich.); 
11) алактФи{атос ЇЇ? 1685.B44 (init. s. Ша.) inv., the word not otherwise known, cf. LSJ, 
suppl. p. 17; 
12) аїетбс (= statuette of an eagle) II? 1534 A.103 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv (L.). 

Both aletég and devóg occur as names of brands on third-century B.C. pinakia identifying 
horses of the hippeis. Cf. e.g.: aievóc: АМ 85 (1970) p: 206, no.24; p.208, no.66; p.227, 
nos.430, 435; p.229, no.468; p.231, по.504, p.234,'no.566; Hesperia 46 (1977) p.119, 
no. 50; p. 127, no. 64; p. 135, по. 87; áetóc: АМ 85 (1970) p. 207, no. 43; p.209, no.78; p.210, 
no.109; p.220, nos.295, 306; p.221, nos.322, 321, 328; p.217, no.247; p.226, no.418; 
p. 229, no. 471; p. 232, no. 519; Hesperia 46 (1977) p. 128, no. 66; р. 136, по. 102. 

The 'A£xov of II? 836.17 (paulo post 229) decree, is most likely the genitive of the personal 
name 'A£trg (e. g. II? 1939.70), probably not derived from atetéc (but related to бтриг). 

The only later attestation is the peculiar attwpa of the Roman Period: tò AITOMA IP 
4771.1 (ca. 120p.) ded. (ргіу.). Does AI = (е) here, or has E of aiétwpa been omitted? Perhaps 
crossbars of E only forgotten, i. e. бФтора. 


15.0124 éAa(()a, etc. The distinction between (cf. Suda s.v. éXaía) ¿haia = ‘olive 
tree’ and ЄХаа = ‘olive’ is not maintained in Attic texts. Both spellings are found in 
both senses, and an inv. of the late fifth century has both ¿aŭo and бабу = ‘fruit’ 
(cf. no.3 infra). 


1) dAaian ‘tree’ Hesperia 12 (1943) p.28, no.6, line7 (= P 376.7) (ca. 424/3) inv.; cf. #ою[ 
ib. 12, probably = &Xaió[v]; 6Х0)6( ib. 16; 

2) Әладу ‘tree’ ІЗ 94.33 (418/7) decree; 

3) ¿haï ‘fruit’ Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, lines 84, 89 (са. 414) inv., [é]Aadv ‘fruit’ 
ib. 118; 

4) бас II? 2492.34, 36, 41, 47 (346/5) loc., Өдөн ib. 45, абу ib. 40, all = ‘tree’; 

5) ilaia ‘tree’ Hesperia 7 (1938) p.9, no.2, lines 10—11 (242/1, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year 
p- 234) decree (genos). Printed text: Ө.бод, in error, cf. the photograph on р. 11; 

6) ЄХабу ‘tree’ ПІ? 1211.B3 (s. Ша.2) decree (deme); 

7) (ЕУбос ‘fruit’ II? 1013.21 (fin. s. Па.) decree. 


The iota of ооу = ‘oil’ is never omitted, e.g. I? 76.59 (435—414 cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) 
decree; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, lines 123, 124 (= I? 334.5, 6) (ca. 414) inv.; IP 10.B8 
(401/400) decree: &Xauo«o (філус) (cf. Tod, GHI 2, p. 9); II? 47.3 (init. s. IVa.) decree; II? 903.10 
(176/5) decree; II? 1100.2 (ca. 124 p.) imperial edict; etc. 


Тһе diphthong at 279 


The tribute lists never omit iota in the toponym "ЕХсиёа, cf. Р 199.17 (= ATL 2, no.9, 
сої. 1.17) (446/5), 12 205.12 (= ATL 2, по. 15, col.1.12) (440/39), 1? 206.4 (= ATL 2, no. 16, 
сої. 1.16) (439/8), P 213.26 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.33) (432/1), P 220.9 (= ATL 2, no.34, 
col. 2.8) (421/0). Once E LAIA (= “Ехожа or 'EXaià, or E just accidentally omitted?), I? 201.29 
(= ATL 2, no. 11, col. 2.28) (444/3). Тһе ethnic 15”ЕХамтцис, cf. 15.0128 e. 

Cf. *EXaía of the inv., I? 370.8 (421/0-416/5), perhaps some Attic locality. 


15.0125 Потеібо()а. Поте(баа is virtually certain in a fifth-century decree, 
IIozecó[ó]au 12 57.28 (423) (stoich.); for Потғабавдс cf. 15.0127 k. 
Elsewhere Поте(баца: 12 200.4 (= ATL 2, по.10, col. 2.4) (445/4), I? 201, col.3.14 (= ATL 2, 
no.11) (444/3) tribute lists; I? 945.7, 11 (432/1) cas. list (in verse, = СУІ 1 p.8, по.20); 
Р 397 (429/8) ded. (pub.); 1 949.40 (423, cf. SEG 25.57) cas. list; ATL 2, no. D21.9, 21 
(= 0255 + new frr., cf. Hesperia 13 [1944] p.211, по. 2) (428/7) decree. For Потеібедтто, cf. 
15.013, p. 296 infra; 16.021c, p.311 infra. 


15.0126 (Iloo)xóXao(ua, etc. The small private ded., II? 4597 (post 350), offers the 
only example of -Aaa: Атшүсо IHooztvA он А‹бдотос. 
Elsewhere -Хал-: mudatas I? 26.6 (са. 448) decree; Пооллћа(о І? 363.2 (437/6) іпу.; Піроло- 
Хаха I? 366.45 (434/3) inv.; ПоолоАа IP? 1187.25 —6 (са. 350) decree (deme); IIpoxvAauov 
II? 1668.5 (347/6) inv. Cf. zxvXaíag ёаоуйс, а non-Attic term in П2 1132.3 (copy inscribed in 
130/29 of a text originally of 248/7) amphiktyonic decree (this section not in Attic). 


15.0127 Demotics, ethnics, toponyms in -о10с ~ -аєйс 


In certain of these spellings without iota occur. The demotics are best attested and an 
analysis of the data for them indicates the following points: 


1) Spellings without iota are best attested in the fourth century B.C., but can also be 
found occasionally earlier and in the period ca. 300—200 B. C. A very few sepulchral 
monuments may be as late as the second century, but for these there is no precise 
indication of date (cf. II? 5489 in a) infra; 112 7191 in Б) infra; 112 7634 in i) infra). 
Spellings like IIetoeeóc, etc. are found in the Roman Period (cf. 15.013 infra) as well 
as contractions like Пеков0с (cf. Morphology), and these are clear indications that the 
tendency to reduce iota in these words to a glide or delete it was a variant which did 
not win out, as au was ultimately retained. These developments explain the virtual 
cessation of the spellings without iota by the end of the Hellenistic Period. That such 
variants іп -ae£óc were still current in some places in Roman times seems indicated by 
Herodian's mention of them (cf. Herodian 2, p.276.21 [= p.518.11], ed. Lentz 
[Gramm. gr. 3.2.1]); he uses Михаефс as an example, which in Attic texts of Roman 
times appears only as Михсцейс and Nvxeóg (< М№хеє0с). Extremely rarely similar 
spellings without iota occur in Attic texts of Roman date: thus there are four cases 
of Пеооає- (cf. Б) infra) and Фохав0с is also found (cf. k) infra). 

2) Even in fourth-century sep. monuments the -ає0с spellings are usually considerably 
less frequent than the normal ones, and they are normally rather rare in public 
documents, especially decrees (but cf. b) infra). The demotic and toponym IIetpoaueóg 
(especially in the dative sing. Tlevga(t)et) is exceptional here, for the spellings without 
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t are found in various types of public texts, and Пеуоае is actually more frequent 
than Ierai іп fourth-century inventories; it even occurs іп a decree, although 
fourth-century decrees offer very few examples of this word. 

3) Omission of iota does not normally occur before the contracted -Фс, -@v, and 
-&. Thus -аёос is well attested, but the only instance of -афс is Пецоафос іп an inv. 
of 329/8, II? 1672.64, which has Пецоофс several times elsewhere (cf. h) infra); 
although -a£ov is found, an alleged example of “АХаду is doubtful (cf. a) infra); 
Пецооға is well attested, but Пецооб never occurs. The avoidance of -афс and -афу 
might be due to the following o-vowel (cf. 15.0129). 


4) There are some strange inconsistencies. Although “АХас0с (deme name 'AXaí) is 
frequent enough, Bnoatvc (deme name Bijoat) is apparently never attested, and there 
is only one case of @ogaevs (deme name бод), cf. GJOPAHX (= Өоообс), іп 
Hesperia 36 (1967) p.226, no.35, line 5 (ca. 350) pryt. cat. In 112 6214.2 (= ІСП, 
no. 2081) read Өоооледс. Although Кобадтуатевс is frequent in the fourth century, 
Кобадтуаєйс is quite rare, although one of the examples is in a state decree (deme 
name Kvóafjvavov). 

5) Many of the ethnics are rare. The tribute lists use -avé¢ exclusively, and some words 
are found only there. Where a reasonable sample of examples can be assembled from 
fourth-century texts, it appears that the behavior of the ethnics in -atevg does not 
differ much from that of the demotics. 


4)—j) Demotics, Attic toponyms 


a) ‘Ada(t)evs. The spelling without iota occurs in a catalog of silver phialai 
dedicated by manumitted slaves, *AXaéa II? 1569.28 (also has Пеїоаєї, cf. Б) infra), 
dated ca. 330—320; in another of these texts *AXou£- : Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208 ff., 
lines 141, 143, 521 (= 112 1557.79, II? 1559.29, 31), and “АХОА ib. B209 (ca. 330— 
320). Otherwise "АХаєйс, etc. are found only in private documents, chiefly sep. 
monuments. All the examples are of fourth-century date except the sep. mon. II? 5489 
(= IG III, no.1542), which Kirchner, following Wilhelm, placed in the second century. 


Other examples of *AXaeóc: 
Hesperia, suppl. 7 (1943) p. 12, no. 1a (400—350) dikast's pinakion; 
"АМаєї Hesperia, suppl. 9 (1951) p.33, no. 17, lines 10-11 (= AJP 69 [1948] p.203, по.3) 
(315/4) horos, but ‘AAau|ei in ib. 13-14; II? 2701.4 (s. IV a.?) horos; 
sep. monuments: 12 5482, 112 5492 (ca. 350); П25511а (in add.): "АХаєдс 3 times in all (ca. 
350); 125470 (340-317); 125485, H? 5529/30, Hesperia 28 (1959) p.275, no.3 (all three 
s. IVa.). 

In 12 2686.6 (= IG II, no. 1144) (s. IVa.?), horos, read: ‘Ahatet; on ће ded., I 2820 (= ІС 
П, no. 1208) (са. 365, cf. SEG 18.66), “АМ Юу or 'AXa[Gv might be restored, but the rarity of 
-афу for -atàv (cf. по. 3 supra) makes the former much more likely (L.). 

“АХацейс is very frequent in all types of text in the fourth century and throughout the Hellenistic 
Period: cf. Indices to ІС Р, p. 325; to IG П, p.74; to IG IL5, p. 331; note also haXat&c, (зоХаЛёс 
on dedications of the demesmen dated ca. 500, cf. Deltion 11 (1927/8) pp.22ff. ( SEG 
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10.328а, b). In the sep. monuments, II? 5455-12 5527; II? 5495 а, II? 5522a (both in add.; 
II? 5518a = II? 5508); П2 7481; II? 6853, there are more than eighty occurrences of ‘AAatetvc, 
of which more than 35 date to the fourth century B. С: 


b) *Avaxa(uets. In one decree "Av[ax]aécg is certain, cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) 

p.268, no.69, line2 (319/8, cf. SEG 21.310); three more examples are on fourth- 
century sep. monuments: 'Avaxa£og II? 5645 (са. 350); 'Avaxaéaog 112 6197 (ca. 
350), II? 5647 (s. IV a.). 
Otherwise °Ауахоі-: e.g. Hesperia 32 (1963) p.144, no.1, line 12 (404/3?) inv.; IP 5649 
(390—365) sep. mon.; 12 4373.3 (са. 350) ded.; II? 1436.44 (349/8) inv.; Hesperia 9 (1940) 
p.345, no.44, lirie3 (319/8) decree; II? 478.95 (305/4) decree: "Ама)хацєїс; 12 2765.6 (s. 
IVa.?) horos: *Avanauds, in ib. 4 "Avaxaía0ev; II? 700.8 (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) decree; 
II? 1299.83 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); IP. 1706.19, 76 (fin. s. Ша.) сас; 
Il? 913.36-37 (са. 211/0—202/1); Hesperia9 (1940) p.118, no.24, line45 (176—169); 
2974.2 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.188, no. 10) (137/6) decrees; II? 5646 (s. Па.); II2 10304 
(s. Па.); II? 5648 (s. ПЛ .); II? 5644 (date?) sep. monuments; II? 1939.32 (130—120) cat.; etc. 

The locative 'Avo|xàov occurs in the financial document of the reign of Trajan, II? 2776.104- 
105 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476). Note also the "Ауахойабеу of the fourth- 
century horos just cited, II? 2765. 


c) T'oaeóc(?). The eats of the list of demes and demotics, 112 2362.30 (са. 200), 
are not otherwise attested. The catalog has been suspected on several grounds, cf. 
S. Dow, AJP84 (1963) p.172; W.K. Pritchett, TAPA 85 (1954) pp.159ff.; J.S. 
Traill also doubts the existence of the deme, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 14 (1975) p. 82 and 
note 26. 


d) 'EAa()e?c. Apparently this was a variant for the toponym ”ЕХсиобс, cf. 
Stephanus of Byzantium, Пеоі IIóAecv s.v. “Елолвдс (p.263 of Meineke’s 1849 
Berlin ed. [= Graz, 1958 reprint], where Dionysius Periegetes is named as the 
source. "EAati occurs in two of the fifth-century inventories concerning the Par- 
thenon, cf. 12 283.132 (419/8), 12 286.155 (414/3, cf. SEG 24.40); two others have 
Eaei, cf. 12 279.57 (431/0), I? 280.75 (422/1); the spelling with iota is also attested 
in a sacred law, cf. 12 190.10 (са. 420). Cf. Пековлей/Пецоаеї infra. '"EXoueóc is а 
demotic on a sep. mon. of the later fourth century, Polemon 6 (1956—57) Symmeikta 
p.39, no.8a (= SEG 17.97). 

For the Attic toponym 'EAaía, cf. 15.0124 supra. lota is never omitted in ”ЕХсцобс, "EXavoó- 
oog, where it precedes an o-vowel. 


e) ‘Eotta(tjets. The demotic “ЕотиоцеОс is comparatively rare and is normally 
used only in the plural, cf. II? 1749.31 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.); Hesperia 30 (1961) 
pp. 30ff., p.32, line 101 (336/5) cat.; II? 1926.43 (325/4) cat. The only possible case 
without iota occurs in a small fragment of an inv. of the Eleusinian epistatai, II? 
1546.9. (init. s. Ша.), where ]ТІАЕІ[-- has been interpreted as "Eo]uaei, X[---. If 
the demotic does occur here a better interpretation might be 'Eo]uaeic[---. The name 
of the deme occurs in a list of demes, II? 2362.22 (ca. 200), as “ЕотСола. The normal 
form of the demotic in the singular is "Еотиаібдеу, e.g. 12 335.41 (ca. 450) inv.; II? 
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6140 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; II? 1749.71 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.); 12 678.28 (256/5, cf. 
SEG 21.377) decree; Praktika 1958 p.35, line34 (— SEG 22.128) (ca. 240—235) 
decree (troops at Rhamnus): ‘Iotiaróðev (for the 1, cf. 7.012c, p.143 supra); 
II? 6141 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 1010.81 (са. 116) decree; II? 6137/8 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
mon.; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.48, no. 11, line 36 (182/3p.) pryt. cat.; etc. The spelling 
“Еотиабфеу would not be expected, as the omission of iota before o-vowels is avoided. 

The ethnic "Eouowóc/louawóc has always the -aeg spelling: heotuaés іп 
ІЗ 197.20 (= ATL 2, no.5, col.4.34) (450/49), І2 196.6 (= ATL 2, no.7, col.3.6) 
(448/7) both tribute lists, cf. 'E]oua[véc] лодс etc. in 12 40.9 (са. 446/5) decree 
(stoich.); 1243.818 (378/7) decree: [Eo]uawg; 1128939 (s. IVa.?) sep. mon.: 
ЧотиалЕОс (for initial 1, cf. 7.012c, p. 143 supra); II? 8502а (in text) (s. II/Ia.) sep. 
mon.: ['E]ovtauetc. Cf. k) infra. 

The ethnic of Thessalian Hestiaiotis is “Еотиоттс, attested once іп the decree, II? 175.8 
(361/0, cf. SEG 21.244): ГЕ|от Цөс | Ө|у. But the Euboean town is ‘Eotfaut/Iotiava with the 
ethnic “ЕстионЕОС/Тотцаоцейс, 


f) Кобавтуа()єбс. This demotic is very well attested in the period 450—200 B.C., 
and the rarity of Кубабтуаєюс thus cannot be an accident of preservation. The only 
examples are: Кубавтуаєос, alongside Kv6a8nvouebc, II? 6592 (са. 350) sep. mon.; 
Кибавтуаєа II? 1247.16--17 (са. 250) decree (mesogeioi), but КидаӨтусиейс ib. 2. 
The restoration Кубабтуо(е0|6 in the stoich. decree, II? 106.5 (368/7), may be 
correct, but it is barely possible that iota was crowded in, as was dva- in dvaAvoxo- 
uévov in ib. 19 (cf. IG II, по. 50). In IP 6578 read: Кубобтууоле0с (= IG II, no. 2237). 

The normal spelling Кубабтуочедс is well attested іп this period, cf. Indices to IG І?, p. 325; 
to IG II, p.73, p.76; to IG IL5, p. 330, p.332; Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.71, по.28, lines 82- 
83 (229/8 aut 228/7) decree; II? 1428(іп add.).6 (367/6) inv.; Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30 ff., 
line 147 (336/5) cat.; Hesperia 2 (1933) p.149, no. 1, line 6 (394/3); Hesperia 34 (1965) p.90, 
no.3, lines 3, 4, 5, 6 (210/9) dedications; etc. Cf. numerous sep. monuments of the fourth 
century, e.g. 12 6587.3, 6 (post 450); П2 6580.2, 112 6578, II? 6566 (cf. add. nova) (all init. 
s. IVa.); 126572 (390-365); Il? 6573, II? 6582, Il? 6589.3, 6 (all ante 350); II? 6567 (са. 360); 
126575 (365—340); II? 6560, Il? 6565, II? 6588 (са. 350); П2 6602 (post 350); II? 6569.3, 6 
(fin. s. IV a.); П2 6584, Il? 6598 (s. IV a.). 


The iota is never omitted in the name of the deme Kvõaðńvarov, where the at 
precedes ап o-vowel (cf. 15.0129 infra). It is likely that the rarity of Кобавтуаєйс is 
due to the influence of the deme name on the demotic. 


g) Мода, This toponym is known only from one of the Attic Stelai, cf. Hesperia 
22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 82 (са. 414): ер МодХоибол. Cf. note of W.K. Pritchett, 
Hesperia 22, p.258. 


h) Пецоо(Медс. Spellings without iota are frequent in both the demotic and the 
toponym. Attested are: IIeigaeóc, IIetgaécc, Пеюағі, Пеюаёа, Пецаёюу, Me 
оаєйо and Пецроғас. Пецдафс occurs once only (іп II? 1672.64) and Пай is 
not found at all. These spellings are uncommon in decrees, but frequent in inventories 
and catalogs. 
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Decrees: Перағї ІР 380.9 (320/19), restored with virtual certainty іп ib.36 (stoich.); Mew- 
овғоу, Пецоағос Hesperia 3 (1934) p.44, по. 33, lines 5, 9 (init. s. Ша.); Прраєї Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.86, no. 38, line 3 (197/6, cf. Agora 15, p. 144, no. 165); Пераєї Hesperia 24 
(1955) pp.220ff., p.228, line 25 (= Hesperia 15 [1946] p.201, no.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.71, 
no. 37) (127/6). Also іп the decree of the demesmen of the Piraeus, II? 1176 (ca. 360, cf. SEG 
21.516), occur IIetgo£a in line 32, Пецоағоуу ib. 17, Пецоакбо: ib. 25, Пероќас ib. 14-15, 16, 
Ьа Перос ib. 24, Пецоолео ib. 33. In II? 945.8 (= IG IL5, no. 441d) read: Пецооиедс. 


Inventories: Tlevgaet: Hesperia 5 (1936) p.393, no. 10, lines 138—139 (p.401) (= new fr. of 
I? 1582, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no.16) (probably 342/1); II? 1673.18, 19 (333/2? cf. 
AE 1971 p. 112), but Пєюалќоос ib. 10, Ieas ib. 20; in several catalogs of phialai dedicated 
by manumitted slaves, e.g. II? 1563.4, 7, 10; П2 1564.7, 11, IIeigauei ib. 2; ІР 1569.9, 13 (L.), 
16; П2 1570.18 (all ca. 330—320); in naval inventories, e.g. II? 1628.367 (326/5), II? 1629.888 
(325/4), but Пекоаце0с) ib. 647, 649. The unparalleled Пеуообс occurs in II? 1672.64 (329/8), 
alongside Пецооибс ib. 125, 146, 150, 165, 173, Пецоац(ей) ib. 88, Пекооцег ib. 106 (L., not 125, 
146, 165). In I2 358.17 —18 read: Пе[0]|‹рооё[0]еу (L., cf. BCH 91 [1967] p.67). 

Other public documents: Перағо(с) H? 1955.6, 25 (са. 320) cat.; Пецоаві II? 2496.9 (post 
350) loc.; Шешцоаёюу II? 2623 (s. ТУ/Ша.?) horos. 


Dedication: Tle.paets occurs twice in II? 4905 (са: 350) (priv.). 

Sep. monuments: IIevgatóc: 12 1065 (fin. s. Va.?), in Ionic script; II? 7196 (400-350); ІР 7192 
(init. s. IVa.); 02 7319 (ante 350); II? 7181 (s. IVa.); AE 1956, p. 46, no. 5, line 4 (init. s. Ша.), 
but Пецоиебс ib.8; 1127191 (s. Ш/Па.); Пераєбс(?) 12 7186 (date?); Пецоёос II? 7786 
(post 350); Пеєцоофос AM 67 (1942) p.219, no.6 (са. 350). Apparently an original Перакбс 
was altered to Пецооледс in II? 7188 (s. IV a.), cf. Kirchner's note in IG IP. 

The examples in defixiones are: ПЕРАЕ IG Ш.3, no.95.b21 (ante 350?) at the end of the line 
for Tegae(vs); Перо |є®с, cf. IGIIL3, по.55.а7-8 (325/4? cf. A. Wilhelm, /ОА17 (1904) 
pp- 107 f£), the omission of the iota might be due to beginning a new line, cf. ovgilyes for 
сбогууєс іп ib. a3—4. 


The spellings without iota occur in less than half as many fourth-century sep. 
monuments as the original spelling. The dative of the toponym, however, usually in 
the phrase бу IIetgaei, is slightly more common in inventories and catalogs in the 
spelling without iota, also attested in decrees. But it is clear that IIetpouei is preferred 
to Пеаеі in decrees after 300 B.C. Пеграєї occurs alongside other forms of Ie- 
001Е0с without omitted iota іп II? 1673, II? 1629 (cf. supra), but the opposite phe- 
nomenon occurs in II? 1672, and both IIetgatei and Пеїоаєї occur within a few lines 
of one another in H? 1564. 

The spelling Meugavei is by no means rare, cf. e.g.: Sokolowski, Supplément p. 20, no.6, line 14 
(= SEG 10.64; 21.52) (413/2?) Bendis decree; BSA 47 (1952) p.109, line B80 (= SEG 12.84; 
II? 10) (401/400); II? 783.4, 6 (са. 244); Il? 785.6 (196/5); IP 850.3 (init. s. Па.); Hesperia 26 
(1957) p.47, no.7, line 3 (173/2-168/7); 112910.4 (169/8); IP 946.5 (166/5); ПІ? 971.10 
(140/39); II? 974.4 (137/6); II? 978.7 (189/8); II? 1013.1 (fin. s. Па.); II? 1028.36 (101/100, cf. 
SEG 24.188); II? 1029.22 (96/5) decrees; I? 302.53 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, no. 77) 
(L.); Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 144, no. 1, line 7 (404/3?); II? 1388.68 (398/7); IP 1400.47 (390/89); 
II? 1672.88, 106 (329/8); II? 1553.11, 12, 19 (ca. 330—320) inventories; II? 2336.140 (102/1— 
97/6) cat.; etc. Other forms of ПецсиеОс are also frequent, cf. Indices to IG I2, p.326; to 
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ІСІ, pp.74, 77; to IG ILS, рр.331, 332; Hesperia 30 (1961) p.211, no.6, line 5 (285-282) 
decree; Hesperia 37 (1968) pp.1ff., line 165 (p.14) (303/2) cat.; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.379 
(= SEG 21.695) (init. s. IVa.) ded.; etc. Among the sep. monuments of the group 12 7150— 
112 7203, ІР 5404, П2 6054 there are more than 40 instances of ITewpate(v)-, of which 16 may 
be assigned to the fourth century, three to the third, seven to the second. 


Examples of the spellings without iota are rare in the third and second centuries 
B.C. Spellings like Tlewgeevc, Пецоедс in Roman times show that at was retained іп 
this word (cf. 15.013 infra). But very rarely there are exceptions: Пак occurs іп 
the imperial letters II? 1103.12 (ca. 124/5 p.); Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line 
E85 (ca. 175 p.). These may show a tendency in the toponym to continue to delete the 
iota or they may reflect a non-Attic phenomenon (cf. Herodian's mention of these 
variants in -аєбс, cf. p.279 supra). Пемооё шу occurs on a crude sep. mon. іп 
prose, 12 7185 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] р. 83, no. 95) (probably as late as s. Il p.). 
Tlevgaéws, on another sep. mon., II? 12476/7 (са. 150p.), was perhaps written 
without iota to facilitate the scansion (cf. 10.04 b, p.213 supra); it is the toponym. 


i) Флүүв(3)ЕОс. In view of the comparative rarity of the -aeóg spellings in decrees, 
the restoration [P]nya[só]c in 112 128.7 (356/5) is not quite certain: sometimes an 
iota may be crowded into a stoichedon text, although such crowding does not occur 
elsewhere in this fragment in the stoichedon part (cf. IG II, no.66). The ®[eyaled]c 
proposed by B.D. Meritt (AJP 59 [1938] p.501) for lines 56-7 of the inv., 12264 
(422/1), seems even more doubtful. Another public text, a dedication of the boule, 
has Фтүсёа on both the obverse and reverse surfaces, cf. II? 2797.6, 13 (ante 271/0). 
Фтуабах is found on three private texts, cf. II? 2664.5 (350—300?) horos; Hesperia 
15 (1946) p.220, no. 47 (ca. 200) ded. (priv.); II? 7634 (s. ШЛ1а.) sep. mon. 

For the usual spelling Фтүүац(9)-, cf. Indices to IG P, p.326; to IG Il, pp.73, 77; to IG ILS, 
pp.330, 332; Hesperia 3 (1934) p.31, no.21, line25 (155/4) decree; Hesperia 30 (1961) 
pp. 30ff., line 75 (336/5) cat.; AE 1961, Chronika p. 18, no. 66 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; etc. 


і) ()Qa(ievs. In the fifth and fourth centuries the omission of iota in (h)oavedc, 
‘Qavevs is clearly abnormal: Бослєбс in four fifth-century inventories, cf. I? 236.48 
(430/29), 12 237.55 (429/8), 12 238.69 (428/7), 12 261.33 (429/8); hoaéoc in only 
опе, 12370.8 (421/0—416/5). In the decree, 12 144.2 (416/5?), 'Qaueóc should 
probably be corrected to “А)оиедс, cf. ATL 2, по. D23 (L.) (cf. 12.0111, p.228 
supra). 

In the fourth century only -ateóg occurs: e.g. “Ә(о|/4с II? 1740.48 (са. 400—350) 
pryt. сас; "O[au]&c Polemon 7 (1965—66) p.47, line17 (= REG 73 [1960] p.88; 
SEG 23.87) (400—350) pryt. cat.; Qars II? 2370.15 (for this improved reading, cf. 
Agora 15, p.36, no. 15, line 24) (ca. 360) cat. (cf. S. Dow, AJP 84 [1963] pp. 170ff.); 
Qas II? 1751.16 (post 350) pryt. cat.; "Oavés Hesperia 4 (1935) p.174, no.39 

= new fr. of II? 1952, fr. с, to be disassociated from II? 1952 а) (as late as ca. 350? 

cf. 12.0111, p.227 supra) cat. (small їг). Only case without t is “Оседс in the 
deme decree of ca. 350, AM 49 (1924) pp. 1ff., no.2, line4 (= SEG 24.152). The 
ГОа)єбс of Hesperia 36 (1967) p. 100, no. 33 (s. IVa.) sep. mon. is doubtful. 
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In the fourth century "Qavóg is infrequent and usually in the plural; the normal 
form of the demotic is “Оабеу or “Оабеу (cf. 12.0111 supra for the w—>o), never 
spelled with iota except on one sep. mon., II? 7822 (post 317/6, cf. p.334 infra), 
with Оїавеу. Here the influence of the other deme Ой) Өєу can be suspected (cf. 
17.022, no.7, p.334). An example in Roman times in 1127832 (now lost) is 
doubtful (cf. Dow, op.cit. p. 170, p.173). Two cases of the rare demotic in -aueóc 
after 300 B.C. are both without iota: 'Oasó(c) II? 1958.11 (post 250) cat.; “Оайс 
II? 2362.31 (ca. 200) list of demes and demotics. 


The alternation “QaGev/Qarevs is easiest to understand if the name of the deme was "Qa, 
cf. “АХсиеОс, Bnoawúç from ‘Alai, Bjoa (cf. e.g. Війсабє in II? 1582.91, I 1583.26, etc.); 
Өорохе0с̧ alongside Өбообеу from Өбөс:, Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. "Oa) knows "Oate, 
which was doubtless originally "Фабе (+ *(b)oans-de). In the cat., II? 1951.219 (406, cf. SEG 
22.53), either singular or plural could be restored, e.g. Еу "Of[atg olxó(v)) or Еу "O[at оіхбум). 
A locative "Q[a]ov is also attested in the financial doc., I? 2776.43—44 (aet. Trajani, cf. 
Hesperia 41 (1972) p.476), but such plural locatives are formed from demes whose names are 
feminine singular, cf. 'Avaxàa in lines 104—105 of this same text (cf. b) supra, p. 281) and 
АехӘеш and ЛєхеХемаоуу in II? 1237.53, 67 (396/5), decree (phratry). But if hoaia (rather 
tentatively suggested by Dow, ор. cit. p. 167) were the deme name, one might expect “Әоіабеу 
or “ӘаибӨеу as demotics on the analogy of 'Avaxa(a/Avaxaía0ev and “БотСоло/ Еот,олбӨкү. 
The word almost certainly had initial [h] in the Classical Period and the smooth breathing 
printed here is purely conventional (cf. 42.0114, no.2, p.502 infra). For the change of omega 
to omicron, cf. 12.0111, p.228 supra. ` 


k) Ethnics (for “Еотиоедс cf. e) supra). Examples of the spellings without iota are 
not numerous even when the ethnic is well attested and are usually of fourth- or third- 
century В.С. date: 


The Kaooavatis of the public sep. mon., II? 5227 (ca. 300), are not otherwise found 
in Attic texts; the town was Kaotavaia or Касдауаќа. 

Коутаёюу occurs іп the decree, 12 687.25 (265/4), but Котүсолеїс is found in 
another decree of the next century, II? 844.12 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239). 

МеМмлаёос is found on a sep. mon., II? 9333. Kirchner's dating to the first century 
B.C. seems suspiciously late. Elsewhere Мемлам, e.g. 112 1132.57, IP 1133.5 
(130/29) amphiktyonic decrees (both in Attic), and II? 9332 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

ПХ«ахаебс occurs alongside ITAaxouxf, (cf. 15.0128 m) іп a sep. mon. dated ca. 350, 
II? 10096. Elsewhere -atevc: II? 10092 (ante 350) sep. mon.; II? 10090 (са. 350) sep. 
топ. 12 345.10 (332/1) decree; 12 351.1 (330/29) decree; Polemon 6 (1956—57) 
Symmeikta p.39, no.8b (= SEG 17.97 b) (fin. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; II? 1299.115 (post 
236) decree (troops and Eleusinians); II? 10093а (in add. nova) (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
II? 8818 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; II? 10101 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; II? 10087 (s. Ia.) sep. 
mon.; II? 1043.124 (38/7) decree (L.); II? 10098 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 10099 (date?) 
sep. mon. For ПХолеедс, cf. 15.013. 

Пот бакс is attested in II? 10109, а sep. mon. of са. 350 (L.); the word is not 
otherwise found in Attic texts; cf. 15.0125. 
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®wxaevs occurs in a text dating to the Roman Period, II? 10491 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. 
mon., but this spelling is frequent in med. codd. and is said by the Егут. mag. s.v. to 
have been more correct than Фохоледс. But in Attic texts of the Classical and Hel- 
lenistic Periods the iota is not omitted: Фохолес (= Фохолдс) occurs in tribute lists, 
viz. 12 193.4 (= ATL 2, no.3, col. 5.4) (452/1); P 194.13 (= ATL 2, no.4, col.2.13) 
(451/0); ATL 2, no.7, col.3.9 (= 12 196.9) (448/7); 12 199.11 (= ATL 2, no.9, 
col. 1.11) (446/5); 12 203.12 (= ATL 2, no. 13, col. 1.12) (442/1); 1 205.11 (= ATL 
2, no. 15, col. 1.11) (440/39); Фохолє?с in a fr. of a fourth-century cat., II? 2421.2; 
Фохоледс іп a sep. mon., II? 10492 (s. Па.). It is possible that a Фохоледс normal in 
classical times at Athens was replaced by Фахаєйс by the Roman Period; this would 
explain the practice of codd. and the late example in -aeóc. However, in view of the 
pronounced preference of the tribute lists for -а1ёс, it is also possible that lack of an 
example of Фохоғ0с in the fifth and fourth centuries may be purely coincidental, 
since all examples but one are from tribute lists. Here it is worth noting that -au- never 
occurs in Фохоѓс̧, Pwxarxdc, frequently attested in fourth-century texts (cf. 15.0128). 


Some ethnics іп -avets are attested only in the normal spelling. Some of these are rare, e.g. 
Alyuatets found only in 127946 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon.; Podaueds in I? 10036 (410—390), 
II? 10482 (date?) both sep. monuments. Others are not frequent until after the period in which 
the -аєдс spellings are common (ca. 450—250): 

Микалєбс in II? 9996 (s. I/Ia.), II? 9995 (aet. Rom.) both sep. monuments (for Nevxevs < 
Nixeevs, cf. Morphology). Herodian cites Nixaeóg as ап example of the -аєбс spellings (cf. 
p. 279 supra). 

Птоденанєйс: II? 10130 (post 300) sep. mon.; 12 2313.50 (194/3 et 190/89) cat. of Pan- 
athenaic victors; II? 10122 (5. Ia.), II? 10124 (s. Ia.), II? 10132 (5. Ip.), II? 10129 (aet. Rom.) 
all sep. monuments. 

The tribute lists never һауе -аёс, only -atég (some ethnics are attested only here): “Аотила- 
Хас 12192.7 (= ATL 2, по.2, col.5.10) (453/2), 1 202.17 (= ATL 2, по.12, col.4.17) 
(443/2), 12 204.57 (= ATL 2, no.14, сої. 1.74) (441/0), ІЗ 205.65 (= ATL 2, no. 15, col. 1.68) 
(440/39), ATL 2, no. 22, со]. 1.18 (= 12 212.18) (433/2), P. 214.21 (= ATL 2, по. 27, col. 2.29) 
(428/7); 

hvóau£c: I? 64.59 (= ATL 2, по. AY, col. 2.150) (425/4); 

Кобёсиёс: 12 194.48 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 5.25) (451/0), I? 195.49 (= ATL 2, no.5, col. 2.40) 
(450/49); 

“Реусиёс: I? 194.30 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.22) (451/0), 12 196.4 (= ATL 2, no.7, col. 3.4) 
(448/7), 12 204.76 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 2.94) (441/0), I? 212.79 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 1.84) 
(433/2), I? 63.82 (= ATL 2, no. A9, col. 1.82) (425/4); 

cf. ATL 2, no.2, col. 1.17 (= P 192.14) (453/2): OAAL.]EZ (= "Ойсиёс2). 

The ethnic ‘Eottatevc/Totwatevs occurs in tribute lists, the fourth-century decree, II? 43, 
and two sep. monuments, one of the fourth century and the other of the Hellenistic Period (cf. 
€) supra). 

Каобошеус is the only spelling found: Кардсиёс ПІ? 43.B25 (378/7) decree; Kagtoamv 
II? 111.54 (363/2) decree; К|аодсикбол II? 1128.5 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities); Каофбоче( 
(gen.) II? 978.15 (189/8) decree; Kagdarevs II? 1011, col. 6.97 (106/5) decree. 

For Фохоцедс cf. supra. 

(h)atpatéc, always -сас in tribute lists, cf. 42.0111, p. 496 infra for examples. 
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15.0128 -оц----о4-. Where the diphthong a is followed by syllabic 1, as in the 
suffixes -(a, -іс, -ихбс, -itns, -іліс, -totHs, -іохос, one iota is frequently omitted at 
all periods. Examples of -au-— -01- are numerous and not confined to the fifth and 
fourth centuries, and it is clear that in most words -au- is оп the wane by the early 
Hellenistic Period; examples of -au- of Roman date are unusual (cf. g) no.5; n) nos. 
14, 54-55). 

The -оһ- spellings are often frequent from the period of the first examples, e.g. а), 
b), e), і), k), m), and -au- is abnormal after са. 200 B.C. The tribal name Птолєрацс 
undergoes this same chronological development, but at a later time: -oauíg— -aíg 
during the later Hellenistic Period, -aíg universal after 100 A.D. (cf. n) infra). Here 
the influence of IIxoAeuaiog is apparent, and a similar influence explains Ал лс 
(cf. p.292 infra) 0 

There is no trace of -au- in: Подсис, Подоцот с, Фохсихдс, Фохаѓс (cf. after n) 
infra). 


a) (IIav)aQqva(uuxóc. The only certain: instance of 'A0nvaux- occurs in ап in- 
ventory of mines dated to the last quarter of the fourth century; this same text has 
*"Eogatwxóg twice (no. 1). 'A8nvoux- is already well attested іп the late fifth century: 
Пауофеуоцжді occurs ten times in a single text dated ca. 414 (no. 4). 


'Abnvauxóv: 


1) П2 1587.14 (= Hesperia 19 [1950] p.279, по.32) (ca. 325—300) inv. (mine). СЕ. f) infra, 
no. 1. 


'Abnvouxóv: 
2) Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 210, no. 5, lines 74, 83 (ca. 350) inv. (mine); 
3) Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 236, по. 14, line 29 (ca. 350-340) inv. (mine). 
NB: For the ambiguous -auxóv of one of these texts, cf. f) infra, no. 1. 


IIavadnvouxóc: 
4) Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 249, no. 2, lines 41ff. (ca. 414) inv., ten examples; 
5) Памадту)шхом II? 457.b 7 (307/6) decree (stoich.); 
6) II? 1035.50 (10/9 —3/2, cf. p. 124 supra, no. 59) decree; 
7) Il? 1043.5 (38/7) decree (L.). 
СЕ Пауадт(усц|хоё (stoich.) I? 351.17—18 (330/29) decree. 


b) “Адчуа(1)(с. “АӨтусшіс is rarer and found only in the fourth century and earlier 
Hellenistic Period; А дтусќс is found as early as the fourth century, when it is already 
more common than 'A91vadc. 


“Адчуошіс: 
1) 11? 10579 (s. IV а.) sep. mon.; 
2) II? 10580 (fin. s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 
3) Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 51, no. 56 (ca. 300) sep. mon.; 
4) H? 8436 (s. ШИ а.) sep. mon.; 
5) I? 8556 (s. IIIa.) sep. mon. 
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"Адтуаїс: 

6) 1211858 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

7) I? 10262 (ante 350) sep. шоп. 

8) Tlavatyvais IP 12013 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 

9) H? 10581 (ca. 350) sep. шоп. 
10) II? 1514.48 (post 344/3) inv.; 
11) 1121517.155 (353/2--341/0) inv.; 
12) Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 84, no. 161 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 
13) II? 8077 (s. IIa.) sep. mon.; 
14) IP 10506 (s. IIa.) sep. mon.; 
15) II? 10584 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 
16) ІР 10582 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
17) IP? 10583 (date?) sep. mon. 
Cf. also 'A8nva[(]c in the inv., II? 1516.26 (post 344/3); "Авпуаєіс (with EI for i, cf. 9.024, 
no. 22, p. 201 supra) H? 6639 (ca. 200 p.) sep. mon. 


с) “Ахо(4)(0. The -aua spelling occurs in the fifth century and in the early second 
century; 'Ayaía occurs twice in the Roman Period. 


“Ахашіа: 
1) 1293.13,Ь12 (425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19) decree; 
2) 02 2314.48, 50, 54 (182/1 et 178/7) cat. 


*Axaía: 
3) 112 3538.6 (aet. Neronis) ded. (L.); 
4) 12 4071.20 (ca. 150p.) ded. 

d) ^Axa(Qtxóc. 'Axauxóc, "Axavxóc occur once each in the later fourth century; 
“Ахакхбс is the spelling of the Roman Period. 


“Ахамхдс: 
1) 02 1463.7 (са. 350) inv. 


"Ахаїхос: 
2) 02 1473.3 (ca. 319) inv. (L.); 
3) 112 1774.34 (167/8 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 
4) I? 2103.15 (172/3p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 
5) I? 2161.46 (s. Пр.) eph. cat. 


e) Өв(01-. The spelling £Xauvóg is not found; read éXown[oJóc in ІІ? 1425.345 
(368/7) inv. (= ІСП, no.678.B10); ¿ħawóç occurs in two fourth-century texts: 
IP? 1672.128 (329/8) inv.; IP 463.44 (307/6) decree. For the Aeolian town of “Ехоба 
the ethnic "EXatítng is attested in two tribute lists: 12 193.4 (= ATL 2, no.3, col. 3.4) 
(452/1); 12 194.7 (= ATL 2, no.4, col.4.7) (451/0). An honorary decree of the early 
third century B.C. mentions the ”ЕХилб(у, cf. ІР 695.11, probably ethnic of the 
same town as in the tribute lists. 
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f) "'Eopa(Quxóc. The two certain examples of “Еораихбу are found in the same 
mine inv. as the only certain case of 'A8nvauxóv (no. 1, cf. а), no. 1 supra). “Equarxov 
was the normal spelling for these mines, although some cases are ambiguous. All texts 
are inventories of mines. 


“Ерраихбу: 

1) I? 1588.4, 5 (= Hesperia 19 [1950] p.279, no.32) (са. 325—300). Cf. a), no.1 supra. Тһе 
-auxov of Hesperia 19 (1950) p.225, по.12, line3 (са. 350) might be °Адтуацхбу or 
"Eouauxóv. 


"Еораїхбу: 
2) Hesperia 26 (1957) р. 10, no. 54 (346/5); 
3) 112 1582.16, 64, 78 (cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 244, no. 16) (342/1); 
4) ЕРМААЦЛОМ (= 'Egua(a)«[x]óv) (stoich.) Hesperia 19, p. 263, no. 20, line 39 (338/7?); 
5) Hesperia 19, p.269, no. 22, line 13 (330-3202); 
6) Hesperia 19, p. 277, по. 29, line 12 (330—320). 
Ambiguous: “Ерроц хду (stoich.) Hesperia 19, p.222, no.9, line 18 (ca. 350); "Ee([uJa[rxóv 
Hesperia 19, p. 260, no. 19, line 28 (339/8?). 


g) 'Eguaíc, 'Eoua()(oxoc. Only “Ерроќс is found (three cases, nos. 1—3); “Ео- 
uaíoxoc occurs first ca. 350 B.C., is found in the Roman Period; the rare Ериацохос 
occurs in the fourth century B.C. and on а sep. mon. of the early Roman Period (по. 5). 


*Eouaíc: 
1) 1211314 (post 300) sep. mon.; 
2) П211314а (in add.) (са. s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
3) 02 2361.77 (init. s. Шр.) cat. 


“ЕороМохос: 
4) 128858 (fin. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 
5) 0211316 (= Hesperia3 [1934] p.110, по.171) (s. Ip.) sep. mon. Originally read as 
“Еонафохос, but I see no trace of a cross-bar on the stone to make the eta; it is better to 
read two iotas, crowded together (L.). 


“Ерроїохос: 
6) 112 11315 (post 350) зер. шоп. 
7) Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 281, no. 145 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
8) II? 1714.11 (ca. 90) cat. of archons; 
9) 11? 2461.126, 127 (ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); 
10) Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 186, no. 116, lines 25, 38 (ca. 20) decree; 
11) П2 11317 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


h) “Нов(4/іс, “Ноовхбс. The feminine personal name “Hoag occurs on the sep. 
mon. of a person from Carystus, II? 8974, dated to the third century B.C., and a 
“Ноос is one of the names of an Athenian woman on another sep. mon., cf. AM 67 
(1942) p. 103, no. 189 (s. Пр.?); the stone is now lost. 'Hoauxóv is found as the name 
of one of the mines at Thorikos, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.263, no. 20, line 18 (338/7?) 
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inv. (mine); cf. 'Ho]avxóv in Hesperia 19, p.270, no.24, line4 (340—330?) inv. 
(mine). 

i) @nea(t)ic. One example of Өтранс occurs оп a sep. mon. of a woman from 
Thebes, II? 8872 (s. Ша.). The personal name is not otherwise attested in Attic 
texts. 

j) Алуо(/)(с. А non-Athenian Anvatic is known from a sep. mon. of the second 
century B.C., AE 1957 p.165, no.7 (= II? 8555, corrected). Anvats occurs as the 
name of non-Athenians on two other sep. monuments, Polemon 4 (1949) p.33, 
no. 31 (s. II/Ia.); II? 11968 (aet. Rom.). 


k) Пецоолждс, Only the -сихос spelling is attested, but were there more attestations 
of the word, Пераихбс would not be unexpected. 
1) II? 456.33 (307/6) decree; 
2) IG Ш.3, no. 55.39, b 4 (325/4? cf. Wilhelm, JOAI 7 [1904] pp. 107 ff.) defixio; 
3) I? 4256.B 1 (s. Ша.) ded. (list of names inscribed on a statue base to Menander). It is masc. 
personal name here. 


m) ПХоло(Юихбс. The datable examples of the -амхбс spelling are not later than 
са. 200 B. C.; IIAavauxóc first appears са. 350 B.C., and occurs in the Hellenistic and 
Roman Periods (cf. nos. 10— 12). 


Пхотамхдс: 
1) II? 10091 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 
2) Hesperia 28 (1959) p. 277, по. 5 (s. ГУ а.) sep. mon.; 
3) Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 273, no. 123 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
4) II? 10088 (ca. 200) sep. mon.; 
5) II? 10102 (date?) sep. mon. 


ПЛаламос: 
6) ІІ? 10096 (са. 350) sep. mon.; also ПХатағос (cf. 15.0127К, p. 285 supra); 
7) Tl? 10086 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (bis); 
8) Polemon З (1947—48) Symmeikta p.14 (= SEG 16.210; HI? 10097) (s. III/IIa.) sep. mon.; 
9) IP? 10100 (ca. s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
10) H? 10094 (fin. s. Іа.) sep. mon.; 
11) ІІ? 10095 (fin. s. Га.) sep. mon.; 
12) II? 10093 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. 


n) ItoAepa(tjic, ПтоХера(1)/ ис, -v00a. In the name of the tribe the -aig spelling 
appears less than forty years after the earliest example of -ouíc (cf. nos. 1 and 15), but 
remains rare until the Roman Period, when it is apparently universal. There is a 
dearth of examples in the period 99 B.C.—125 A.D. (cf. nos.14 and 19). ПтоЖе- 
pavitis occurs in the early Hellenistic Period for the first time, appears again in two 
texts of early Roman date (cf. nos.53—55); IIxoAepa tug occurs on two texts of the 
Roman Period (cf. nos. 56—57); Птолецайооа occurs once in the Roman Period (cf. 
no. 58). 
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IItoAepautíc, Птолераидос: 
1) II? 2314.42 (182/1 et 178/7) cat.; 
2) 11? 896.2, 29 (186/5) decree; 
3) 11? 897.1 (185/4) decree; 
4) Il? 2316.18, 22, 24, 26, 28, 58 (са. 166/5) cat.; 
5) IE 949.1 (165/4) decree; 
6) П2950.1 (cf. Hesperia 28 [1959] p. 185, no. 7) (165/4) decree; 
7) 1I? 2317.5, 21 (162/1 et 158/7) cat.; 
8) П2957.70 (157/6) decree; 
9) Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 77, no. 23, line 1 (ca. 150—100) decree; 
10) Hesperia 21 (1952) p. 359, no. 7, line 37 (135/4) decree; 
11) IP? 1009.79 (116/5) decree; 
12) IP 1011.100 (106/5) decree; 
13) 12 1028.141 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; 
14) II? 1043.81 (38/7) decree (L.). 


ПтоХерас, ПтоХеца(бос (all eph. catalogs unless otherwise noted): 


15) Il? 958.47, 72 (154/3) decree (L.); 

16) ІР 960.30 (ca. 142/1) decree; 

17) II? 964.16 (ca. 130) decree; 

18) ІІ? 1960.14 (= Hesperia 24 [1955] pp. 220 ff., line 178) (127/6) decree; 
19) IP 1963.53 (13/12); 

20) II? 2039.21 (126/7 p.) (L.); 

21) 12 1762.5 (131/2p.) pryt. cat.; 

22) Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 219, no. 64, line 3 (post 126/7 p.) ded.; 
23) II? 3597.4 (ca. 138 p.) ded.; 

24) ЇР 2050.71 (143/4 p., cf. SEG 24.191); 

25) 1I? 2052.54 (145/6 p.) (L.); 

26) II? 2051.32 (144/5—149/50p.); 

27) 12 2063.12 (ca. 150 p.); 

28) IP 2065.72 (150/1 p.); 

29) 122 2067.62 (154/5 р.); 

30) II? 2066.21 (inter 150-160р.); 

31) 12 2084.17 (post 150 p.); 

32) IP? 2086.77 (163/4 p.); 

33) 12 2097.74 (169/70 p.); 

34) 11? 2102.50 (paulo post 169/70 p.); 

35) IE 2103.103 (172/3 p. aut paulo post); 

36) 112 2107.22 (paulo ante 180p.); 

37) IP 2111/12.45 (182/3-190/1р.); 

38) 12 2119.51 (180/1—191/2 p.); 

39) II? 2122.20 (paulo ante 190p.); 

40) 12 2128.38 (190—200 p.); 

41) I? 2130.126 (192/3 p.); 

42) II? 2191.22 (ca. 200 p.); 

43) II? 2193.68 (198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) (L.); 
44) II? 2194.9 (ca. 200р.); 
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45) Il? 2207.6 (init. s. Шр., ante 212 p.); 

46) II? 2208.58 (212/3 p. aut paulo post); 

47) IP 2216.2 (post 212 p.); 

48) II? 2223.63 (ca. 218/9 p.): ПтоХе а %бос (L.); 

49) IP? 2235.130 (226/7—234/5 p. 

50) II? 2239.150 (238/9—243/4 p.), now legible: ПтоХ... дос (L.); 
51) 12 2243.110 (post 243/4 p.) (L.); 

52) II? 2245.150 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.). 


IItoAeuatitic: 
53) IP? 10127 (post 300) sep. mon.; 
54) II? 10120 (s. Ia.—s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
55) IP? 10123 (s. 1р.) sep. mon. 


Птохераїтіс: 
56) ІР 10128 (fin. s. Іа.) sep. шоп. 
57) IIxoAeyaeix[tc II? 10131 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


TitoAepaiicoa: 

58) AM 67 (1942) p. 221, no. 20 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

Although a text from Delos of the second century B.C. has Фохочбіоу (cf. ID 3, no. 1429. 
B68), Attic texts have only Фохоіс, Фохо(бос, Фохсихдс, АП the instances are from in- 
ventories of the fifth and fourth centuries B.C.: 12 310.105 (429/8); Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 144, 
no.1, line 5b (ca. 404/3?); II? 1382.18 (405/4, cf. SEG 10.201); ІР 1386.14, 15 (ca. 400); 
II? 1388.42 (bis), 44 (398/7); IP. 1400.19, 44 (390/89); cf. Фе[ха]!$[єс (stoich.) IP 1409.16 
(ca. 384). 

Always with single iota are IIv6aíc, cf. Hesperia 12 (1943) p.237 (= Agora 3 [1957] p.224, 
по. 730) (s. IVa.) terminus; II? 3477 (post 150) ded. (boule, demos); and Подсиотїїс BCH 87 
(1963) pp.603ff., B50, T36, E36 (= SEG 21.541; Sokblowski, Lois? p.36, по.18) (375— 
350?) sacred calendar. . 

Always spelled with -аи ус is the personal name Дикацідтс, although the four attestations 
all involve the same family and аге of about the same date, cf. II? 1011, col.4.105 (106/5) 
decree and II? 7369.2 (s. Іа.) sep. mon.: Тіраубоас Ліхаибоо (= PA no.13597; Kirchner 
finally decided these two men were the same, cf. his note to IG IP? 7369). The Avxaiónc 
Аухацбоз of II? 1028.126 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree, is probably a brother (= PA 
no. 3770); cf. Avxai(6ov “Раруоюобо» yuvi in 2 5801 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. Cf. also II? 4339a 
(in add.).3 (s. ПИТ а.) ded. (priv.): [Avx]oucó[nc]. 

Also attested only with -at-: Aavaíc: in the cat., AM 51 (1926) p.129, plate 5.1, line 13 
(450—400), and sep. mon., II? 8613 (s. IVa.); Факс: іп the sep. mon., 71? 11615 (з. Пр.?); 
Кӛгүсіс: in the sep. mon., Polemon 5 (1952—53) р. 150, eikon 3 (са. 350); МеХета(с: in the 
sep. mon., II? 9331 а (in text).3 (s. Ша.), where it is the ethnic for МЕМтека (or MeAuxaa). 


15.0129 a for at before o-vowels. The omission of iota in си before o-vowels is 
very unusual. Thus "Абтуба, 'A$nvaíc, "EXatóc, &А@а, Кубадбтуаєйс occur, but 
never "Адтубос, "ЕХаобаюс or Kvóatfjvaov. Likewise £A&a and "ЕХаєйс are found, 
but never EAaov for дало (but £Xaóv is found as gen. pl. of ёА@о). Possibly the rarity 
of -афс- and -абу in contracted genitives of the demotics in -а:0с (in comparison 
with fairly frequent occurrence of -аёос̧ and -aéwv) is due to the following o-vowel, 
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although the contraction itself may be the reason, for Пєоай is also avoided (Пгі- 
саға is common). The only example of -афс is Пғрабс in the inv., II? 1672.64 
(329/8), which has Перос several times elsewhere (cf. 15.0127h) (L.). A single 
case of АХабуу is doubtful (cf. 15.0127 a supra). 

Exceptions are rare. A catalog (init. s. IVa.) has @gaovddo, cf. II? 1929.14, but 
mention of the same man in an inv. of about the same date provides a virtually certain 
example of -аїос, cf. in II? 1635.126 (post 374/3): Өоаоч|ба4)о (there is по crowding 
of iota in this stoich. text). In this name there is hesitation between -aiog and -&og 
in Byz. codd., cf. Pape-Benseler s.v. @Qacvdatos. Two ostraca of the 480s have 
-абу іп the demotic Euxevauóv: Hesperia 19 (1950) p.388, nos. 26, 27. For -о4бу 
оп a contemporary ostracon, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.394, no. 1. One might 
assume these examples in -aóv were due to the careless style of writing seen in ostraca, 
but а fifth-century inv. has an example, 12 355.8 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.146, no.54) 
(440/39): Хоулетабу (cf. BCH 91 [1967] p.68, по.5, with photograph opposite p. 68). 
Elsewhere only -atóv in this demotic: I? 211.2 (= ATL 2, no. 21) (434/3) tribute list; 
I? 916 (date?) object (?); I? 373.121, 152 (409/8) inv.; ПІ? 12.6 (411, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.247, no.80) decree; ІІ? 1663.6 (part of 112 1656—1I? 1664, building inv. 
dated са. 394—391, cf. SEG 19.136—144); ІІ? 1635.8—9 (post 374/3) inv.; Hesperia 
10 (1941) p.14, no.1 (367/6) inv.; II? 1615.51, II? 1617.97 (cf. SEG 24.160) (post 
358/7) іпу.; II? 1598.5 (post 350) inv.; Il? 1557.82—3 (ca. 330—320) шу. ІІ? 1628. 
450 (326/5) inv.; II? 410.VII (ca. 330) decree; II? 1955.5, 20 (са. 320) cat.; 112 674.4 
(273/2) decree; 12 683.9 (248/7) decree; ІІ? 1235.1 (ca. 248/7) decree (genos); 
II? 775.20—21 (241/0) decree; II? 778.9 (250/49) decree; 112 779.1 (250/49) decree; 
II? 787.8 (236/5) decree; 12 1534B.165 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) іпу.; II? 2332.261 
(183/2) cat.; 12 971.11 (140/39) decree; II? 1008, col.3.101 (118/7) decree; dedi- 
cations: II? 4397.3 (ргіу.) (350—300), II? 3023.2 (338/7), 12 2857.1 (220/19); sep. 
monuments: at least 18 cases of -auóv in II? 6926—II? 6943 alone, of which 15 are 
dated to the fourth century (for the Evmetewv of Roman times, cf. 15.013 infra). 
Another isolated exception may be seen іп "Авпуйафу for 'AO0nvaíov, in the decree, 
II? 49.2 (paulo post 385/4, cf. SEG 21.224); the spelling is perhaps related to the 
error of the stone-cutter, who originally carved the letters EYEPTA@HNAQN and 
then corrected them to EYEPTETAIA@HNAQN, cf. AE 1957 p.85, fig. 1 (L.). 


The Attic demotic IIawovíónc is spelled Mawvidou in a ded. (of an Athenian) on Delos, cf. 
Annuario n.s. 14-16 (1952—4) p.175 (- SEG 16.452) line 11 (109/8); but this text has 
other non-Attic features, cf. "Асуїьом in ib. 12, for Attic *Agyeiou (cf. Buck, GD? p.142, 
no. 182.17). 

Only -a-, never -at-, is attested in 'Auquágaos and derivatives if -a- appears after the -0-, For 
the examples cf. 6.012 supra and note "Арфибо|аоу (toponym) in the decree, II? 1006.70 
(122/1). The word had original -дос, сЁ”Арфьйрешс on vases (cf. p. 125 supra). 

The decree, II? 654.37 (285/4), agrees with Macedonian coins in the spelling Потобос (cf. 
HN? p.237), although a blank space has been left between the A and the О: ПАТРА”ОҮ, 

In the dipinti -AO- for -AIO- is very rare. Among the signed bf. and rf. vases of the potter 
Pamphaios there аге 28 cases of -ошос (cf. ABV pp.235—236, p.324; ARV? pp. 128—130, 
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p. 1627; Paralipomena pp. 109, 333) and only one of -aog (ARV? р. 130, по.33). A few other 
dipinti show similar omissions: 'Avxàog ABV p.96, Tyrrhenian group no. 16 (= Furtwängler, 
Beschreibung p. 244, no. 1705); Мообоу ABV p.367, Leagros group no. 90 (= CVA, Germany 
3, plates 50-51); "Ахтаоу ARV? p.1154, Dinos painter no.36 (= D. v. Bothmer, Ancient 
Art from New York Private Collections, plate 86); Поу«обеубоцс| ARV? р. 1044, Epimedes 
painter no.9. But "АХхаїос ARV? p.385, Brygos painter по. 228 (= FR plate 64) (L.); 
'Axvatov ARV? р. 1045, Guglielmi painter no.7 (= Pfuhl, Malerei no.515); ARV? рр. 1560- 
1561; etc. 


The avoidance of -аос, -4юі, etc. for -avoc, etc. combined with analogical pres- 
sures to prevent the occurrence of -бо, etc. in the feminine (and neuter nom. plural) 
of these adjectives. Thus "Авпуаїа > 'A8nváa, but always BovXa(a, duxaia, etc. 
There are few, if any, exceptions. Doubt remains about the reading of alpha in tei 
5121| ботео| ол, in Hesperia 11 (1942) p.282, no.55, lines 15-16 (= Sokolowski, 
Supplément p.54, no.20; SEG 21.530) (init. s. Ша.) decree (orgeones) (cf. the photo- 
graph in Hesperia, loc. cit.); if correct it is an isolated case. ”АүеЕХба occurs as ап 
epithet of Athena in the decree of the genos of the Salaminioi, cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) 
pp. 1ff., no.1, line 90 (363/2). But the word is probably not the feminine of the 
adjective дуємаїос (= ‘belonging to the herd, ordinary’), attested in the inv., II? 
1672.209 (329/8): хєрад(бєс дфуєкаїа, (= ‘ordinary tiles’), but another word, а 
derivative of бүс and Хадс and related to the masculine personal name ’AyéAaos, 
which never has -aog in Attic, cf. 'AyéAaoc "АүгАдол ЕЕ Otov Hesperia 24 (1955) 
рр.220#., line 172 (= ІІ? 1960.8) (127/6) decree; ”АүеХаос °Аүє\бох ‘Adatets 
Hesperia 17 (1948) p.25, по.12, lines 36, 47 (95/4) decree; etc. Cf. Hesperia 7, 
pp. 29—30 (see also Morphology). 

The scansion of -au- as short in &vxaíav, alongside бихолоодут in the same téxt (іп а metrical 
sep. monument of the mid-third century B.C., cf. p.213 supra) is in accordance with an 
established metrical licence, and is thus not any indication that the t of at in duxata was occa- 
sionally dropped in everyday speech but retained in 6íxato- (cf. 10.04 a, p. 213 supra). 


15.013 Confusion of at and є (at > є [e]) 


Only one example of confusion of at and є in a public text is probably as early as 
the first century A.D.: Пеамієйс, seen only by Pittakes, іп a cat. of pyloroi (the other 
documents of this type date to about 50 A.D.) (cf. по. 1), although perhaps some of 
the sep. monuments (nos.31—35, 88—89), dated rather imprecisely in or near the 
first century A.D., are as early. There is one certain example of AI for є in the first 
quarter of the second century, "Ерикохе?с in an eph. catalog of са. 110 A.D. (no.73), 
but instances of at~ are no longer unusual са. 125 A.D. By this time examples like 
£Xedvai[c] (no. 2) and yíéyveve (= yiyvetat) (no.8) make it certain that the develop- 
ment of the diphthong a1 to а monophthong є (= [e]) has taken place. | 

From about 125 A.D. on, and especially after 150 A.D., examples of E for ош аге 
frequent; AI for is much less common, but it too is not rare by this time. As in other 
cases, however, the orthography of inscriptions remains conservative. The majority 
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of examples of E for at and virtually all examples in public texts (such as eph. 
catalogs) involve -єє0с and are іп demotics ending іп -олеос, e.g. IIewpeeóc, Втоєє0с, 
etc. Likewise most of the examples of AI for є involve demotics spelled with -avetc 
which properly should be spelled with -eevc, e.g. Аюраебс, Tovveuateüc. Once at 
and е were identical in sound the spellings of these demotics were easy to confuse, 
and it seems clear that many persons no longer knew the “correct” orthography; how- 
ever, in the case of those lexical items which occur frequently enough to allow sta- 
tistics, the normal spelling remains considerably more frequent. Also fairly frequent 
in public texts are IIeavieóg (nos. 1, 10, 15); “ЕХМобоюс (nos. 12, 17, 19—20, 38, 
40-41). Many of the remaining examples in public texts before 300 A. D. are personal 
names (nos. 7, 22, 25, 30, 83, 84), as are a good many in private texts (cf. nos.39, 48, 
49, 55, 56, 90, 96). | 

Exceptional in public documents аге: біетіау іп the regulations of the Iobacchi 
(по.14); xé alongside хо! in a decree (no.26); &Aeóyvauc, ЕХолфуол, йисіобу in 
imperial edicts (nos.2, 82). Cases of e~a of this type are somewhat more frequent 
in private documents. To them also are usually restricted the more severe ortho- 
graphical anomalies where inflectional terminations are involved, such as yiyvete 
(= убумєтоц), etc. The number of examples like these certainly earlier than 200 А.Р. 
is very small (nos.8, cf. 43—44). 

The edict of Constantius Chlorus and Galerius Maximianus of 305/6 A.D. (no.98) 
with eita, бирдбоёс, etc. indicates a new and much laxer standard of adherence 
to the traditional orthography for a major document of public character. This text 
and a collection of metrical hymns (no.97), almost certainly as late as the third 
century and exhibiting a very substandard orthography, are the only Attic texts in 
which both AI for є and E for av occur alongside each other. 

Note that the demotics IIetgeec, etc., are frequently contracted to Пецоебс, etc.; 
for these see Morphology. 

Since the period іп which п and є occasionally interchange extends to about the 
middle of the second century after Christ, there is a possibility of confusion of at and 
т in the Roman Period. Of the three instances of this confusion only one can be con- 
firmed and dated precisely to ca. 120 A.D. (cf. 8.01, nos. 52—54, p. 164 supra). 


Although the confusion of av and є is found in the Ptolemaic papyri (cf. Mayser -Schmoll 
p.85), there is no convincing example in an Attic text of pre-Roman date. While it does seem 
likely that the "Agiovaíov and “Аоьотеоу of lines 3 and 4 of the sep. mon., 12 1063 (ca. 450) (L.), 
are the same individual, the error is probably due to confusion of two similar lexical items 
rather than an indication of confusion of (ат and [е]. Nor can the possibility that there were two 
persons named *Aguiotaiog and "Арютёас respectively be entirely excluded, as the fondness 
within families for names only slightly different is well documented for Athens (cf. the examples 
discussed on p. 145 supra for example). 

Properly spelled with at are: (h)atgaiow (h)atgarés, ethnics of Algat Бу Teos (cf. 42.0111, 
p.496 infra for the examples, all in tribute lists); the codd. have 'Egaí, which should be 
corrected, cf. T. Bergk, Archäologische Zeitung 5 (1847) Beilage no.3, p.36; the demotics 
Еулетаїфу, “Елоиофоһос, and those terminating in -0лЕ0с discussed in 15.0127 supra 
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(spellings like Bnoestc, "EAeovotog, Еулетефу, etc. are only found in Roman times after 
the change of a to [e], cf. the examples infra). 

Properly spelled with є are: The demotics Avoueeóc, "Eovxeeóc, Толмерееүс, etc. in 16.021 а, 
pp.304ff. infra (these originaly had -evevc); in the decree, II? 774.47 (= IG 0.5, no.371c), 
read *A]Aaveóc, not Avo]uaueóc (spellings like Avopatetc, etc. are not found before the change 
of ои to [e], cf. the examples infra); Motewdeame, the ethnic of Потеібоша (cf. 15.0125 supra), 
e.g. 12 205.50 (= ATL 2, no.15) (440/39), 1210.5 (= АТІ 2, no.20) (435/4), I? 212.65 
(= ATL 2, no.22, col.2.70) (433/2) trib. lists; the restoration Потецдошоатфу) in the decree, 
II? 118.6—7 (361/0?), is likely to be erroneous, as too little of the text is left to make the stoiche- 
don pattern certain; Schwyzer corrected the ПотеібоЦатов of IG I, no. 236.14 to NoteSai[a], 
cf. MS? p.35, note 190; 12 201, col.3.14 (= ATL 2, по.11) (for Потеаебс, cf. 15.0127k 
supra); 'AAxyéov, “Adxpewvidns, cf. “АХхнеоуібтс 12 472 (са. 550—540? cf. LSAG p.77, 
no.25) ded.; I? 929.135 (ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19), Hesperia 29 (1960) p.65, no.114, line 11 
(ca. 450) cas lists; ostraca of Hippokrates, cf. Vanderpool, Ostracism p.34, figures 39, 40 
(4808), II? 1929.14 (init. s. IVa.) cat.; П2 1635.126 (post 374/3) inv.; also "АХхуеомібес, 
*AjAxpéovos on a monument set up by the Athenian family at the sanctuary of Apollo on Mt. 
Ptoion in Boeotia, 1? 472 (= LSAG p.78, no.30; ca. 546—527); 'Akxy£ov, оп rf. vases, e.g. 
ARV? p.384, Brygos painter no.210 (= НЕЕ 1, р. 134, no.70), ARV? р. 1635, Berlin painter 
no.185bis; ARV? p.1563, two more instances; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.123 (three 
additional examples? the vase in Leningrad — ARV? p.279, Flying-angel painter no. 6); Beazley 
suggested 'AJAxu[é]ov on a bf. amphora of the early fifth century, cf. AE 1953/4 Part 1, p.204, 
no.9 (= SEG 16.39f, ABV p.401, Group of Würzburg 221, no.6); ”ААХДЁОУ on ostraca of 
Alkmeon, cf. Deltion 23 (1968) Chronika p.28; ’AAxpéwva (title of a play) II? 3091.6 (400— 
375) ded.; probably “АХхи (оуос оп II? 2630 (aet. Augusti) horos; an ”АХхиёшу of Miletus 
occurs on the sep. mon., II? 9381 (ca. 400); there is no evidence in Attic texts for the 'AXxpauwo- 
found in codd. 

An anomalous Өлшүт4бтүс occurs for the usual Өррөлтб түс in the sep. mon., II? 6270 (s. Па.); 
the date seems too early for this to be an example of H for œ= [e] as in 8.01, nos.52—54, 
p. 164 supra. Pittakes is the only source for a single case of @vporté&dn¢ in another sep. mon., 
II? 6269 (post 300); this spelling is found in codd. to Pollux and the Suda. 

Lit: MS? pp.33—34, notes 185—186; Lademann p.117; Sturtevant, pp.48—49; Mayser- 
Schmoll pp. 83—87. 


Examples: 


E for au: Nos. 1-30, Texts with good evidence for date: 
1) IIeavieóc II? 2297 a (in add.).10 (са. 50р.) cat. (seen only Бу Pittakes); 
2) &evau[c] II? 1100.9 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8 [1949] рр.221-3) (ca. 124 p.) imperial edict, 
¿havar ib. 66 (L.); 
3) Втоєєйс II? 2041.22 (128/9 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
4) ПХалео(с II? 3162.2, 6 (post aet. Hadriani) ded.; 
5) Tlevge(evc) II? 2046.28 (paulo ante 140 p.) eph. cat.; 
6) Фпүгедс IP 2055.11 (145/6 p.) eph. cat.; 
7) “Ехєрєїос Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 45, no. 14, line 16 (148/9p.) pryt. cat.; 
8) тетаотео (= хєтартайр) II? 13209.11 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon., убумєте (= убууєтац) ib. 12; 
9) Byoestc II? 2067.209 (154/5 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
10) IIcaviéov II? 2887.2—3 (154/5 p.) ded. (L.); 
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11) Вцогеос II? 1775.2—3 (168/9p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 

12) "ЕХеобоюс II? 2097.29 (169/70 p.) eph. cat., "ЕАғ(офокос) ib. 86, Пелоє(є0с) ib. 221; 

13) Kvôaðnvee[úc] II? 2105.16 (inter 173/4—178/9 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

14) ӛиетбау Il? 1368.147 (ca. 162/3р.) lobacchi regulations (L.); 

15) Пеа(мієбс) II? 2107.11 (paulo ante 180p.) eph. cat.; IIe(avieoc) ib. 12; 

16) Поееос II? 2109.4 (post 180 p.) eph. cat.; 

17) "EXeovotov II? 2111/12.5 —6 (182/3 —190/1 р.) eph. cat.; 

18) Пеше(ебо) II? 2123.9 (inter 190—200 p.) eph. cat.; 

19) "ЕХе(обелос) II? 2194.30 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.; 

20) *EAsovoíq II? 2193.11 (198/9 —205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p. 55) eph. cat. (L.); 

21) IIeiseig IP 1811.6 (post 217 p.) pryt. cat.; 

22) Фебуу|хо0) II? 1828.27 (post ca. 218 p.) pryt. cat.; 

23) Мєрахттүомуа II? 2226.9 (са. 218/9 p.) eph. cat., Втовв0с ib. 27 (L.); 

24) “Еоугібос II? 2228.36 (ca. 220p.) eph. cat.; 

25) ПоХфеуос Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 321, no. 13, line 20 (ca. 205 р.) pryt. cat.; 

26) xé Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 125, no.31, line 14 (= new frr. of II? 1064) (ca. 230p.) 
decree, alongside xat ib. 17, al.; 

27) Впоєєос 12 2239.250 (238/9-243/4р.) eph. cat., Мєрохтцоуа ib. 84, 'ExavovBeóva 
ib. 102 (L.); 

28) Кьёото II? 2243.50, 55 (post 243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

29) Менёо (= Міхайа) II? 3169/70.23 (253—257 p.) ded. (L.); 

30) "АФтубос (= “Абтүуаіос) II? 2245.33, 50 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat. 


Nos. 31—72, Texts with no precise indication of date: 
31) ПХатеєос II? 10089 (s. Ia./s. I p.) sep. mon.; 
32) "ЕБюуе0с, ”Е шу ву II? 5403 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
33) "ESoveóc I? 5411 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 
34) Пғауцёоу] II? 7097 (s. ІЛІр.) сер. mon.; 
35) IIetoeéov II? 9815.4 (s. VII p.) sep. mon.; 
36) “АХеёос, 'AXavebc Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 261, no. 59 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 
37) Переёоу II? 7187 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 
38) ”ЕХ«єобошц IP 1770.12 (ca. 150 p.) pryt. cat.; 
39) Хғоғас II? 5956/60.1 (post 150p.) sep. mon.; 
40) “ЕХғофою II? 1793.18 (paulo ante 180/1 p.) pryt. cat.; 
41) ”ЕХєобойоц IP 1795.12 (184/5 p.) pryt. cat.; 
42) Кибабтуєвам II? 6594.1—2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
43) Адуу II? 12767 a (in text).3 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
44) аубБе (= дуой ол) II? 13216.C 4 (ca. s. Пр.) sep. curses; неӨ6Еете (= ue8éEevou) ib. С.6-7 
(cf. 17.04, no. 3, p. 337 infra) (L.); 
45) бу Bnosé[ov] II? 5909.2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
46) Пғауцедс) II? 7024.2 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
47) Ieavieúg II? 7048.3 (s. Пр.) sep. шоп. 
48) Хеовотодтт IP 9045.1 (5. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
49) Elonvéou II? 4789.2 (s. Пр.?) ded. (priv.); 
50) “Е-оуйс II? 5428.3 (s. I/III p.) sep. mon. (L.); 
51) $[xó ніахобс II? 2930.6 —8 (s. I/II p.) ded.; 
52) xé II? 3761 (s. ШШр.) ded.; 
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53) "Абтубом II? 5198 (s. П/Шр.) inscribed marble tile; 

54) Пеамієбс, Песуіёос II? 7086.3, 5—6 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

55) “Үүісуе II? 8469.2 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

56) Keod&geos II? 11834 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

57) бүвуоутос II? 9087a(in add.).5 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon., лоу] (= ла(дюу) ib. 7—8, сі. 
Peek, AG 1, p.21, no. 67 (= SEG 13.148) (L.); 

58) Мєотихїїс II? 11329 (ca. 200 p.) sep. mon.; 

59) Пешєє| ос) 12 1950.11 (post 250 p.?) cat.; 

60) xé Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3, lines 2, etc. (found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, but 
orthography and writing look like s. Шр.) defixio, хохол(Өєрє ib. 6; ёЕЕєробрє ib. 1, 29; 
цобоєс (dat. pl.) ib. 5, xevov (= жолубу) ib. 11, etc. (new readings are from a greatly 
improved text of the tablet by D. Jordan). In fact E is used consistently for œ throughout 
the text except in вєаїм, written underneath Өғоїс̧ in line 7; 

61) Pevaonte (= Bidontar) ІР 13220.1 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; 

62) дуасхоВаћмоє (= ávaoxvpaX(ca) IP 13221.7 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; 

63) xé II? 11120.3, 16 (s. Шр.) sep. mon., &é&wo[v ib. 1 (L.); 

64) хєїиє II? 8395.2 (s. Ш/ТУ p.) sep. mon., poige ib. 5,үётүс (= үсіп) ib. 1 (L.); 

65) хіле (= xeitac) II? 11815 (s. III/IV p.) sep. шоп. 

66) xite (= xeitat) II? 13224.3 (s. Ш/ТУ p.) sep. mon., xavafiaAfite (= хатоВаћўто!); 

67) xipe II? 13167.3 (s. III/IV p.) sep. mon.; 

68) һоеХефооуте (= elcehevoovtat) II? 5207.2 (s. III-V p.) entrance sign; 

69) IIexoséov Neon Athenaion 2 (1957) p. 39, no. 5 (= SEG 16.200) (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

70) меїцє Peek, AG 2, p. 55, no. 194 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

71) xeoe (= xaigs) Praktika 1935 pp. 187—188, no. 2 (aet. Rom.) ded. (or sep. mon.?); 

72) Kodevidt II? 4860 (aet. Rom.) ded. (ргіу.). 


AI for є: Nos. 73-87, Texts with good evidence for date: 
73) "Ериквиеос IP 2019.12 (ca. 110p.) eph. cat.; 
74) "Еошканєос II? 2037.22 (125/6 p.) eph. cat.; 
75) “Еоіхошіс II? 1765.31 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat., Avopaeic ib. 48; 
76) ”ЕоикацЕеос) IP 2052.39 (145/6 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
77) | Афоралейс II? 2090.45 (165/6 p.) eph. cat.; 
78) "Едінацєдс) II? 1781.48 (169/70p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 
79) Аһошоедс II? 2103.34 (172/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.); 
80) ГТ)оіуєнацєїс Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 180, no. 85, line 11 (са. і pryt. cat.; 
81) Тогуєшолеїс II? 1782.40 (177/8 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 
82) hparedv II? 1104.13 (aet. Severianorum, cf. SEG 24.150) imp. іа 
83) Хаёбиос II? 1817.35 (paulo ante 220/1 р.) pryt. cat. (L.); 
84) Xaíó(voc) II? 1784.37 (post 216p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 
85) "Арфишцое(оу II? 2237.58 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
86) Avopa[veóc] II? 2773.5 (ca. 240 p.) testamentum; 
87) ávaíünxa II? 4842.7 —8 (386/7 p.) ded. (priv.). 


Nos. 88-96, Texts without certain indication of date: 
88) Atopa[tets] II? 5991.3 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
89) éXaíov (for ёоо) II? 4786 (s. I p.; early, cf. SEG 24.227, 19.223) ded. (priv.); 
90) Ашооубаға ІІ? 12367 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 
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91) l'Auvu]ovateoc II? 5604 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); 

92) Avopatetic II? 4266.2 (s. Пр.) ded. (L.); 

93) Towopawús П 7573 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (bis); 

94) лацбалс (= лолдес) II? 12403.5 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; 

95) "Едеудеовішс II? 5035.3 (s. Пр.? this line added later, cf. Maass, Probedrie pp.116—117) 
theatre-seat; 

96) Aaithov (= AéwAov?) Peek, AG 2, p.21, no.47 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; for the syncope 
(= Lentulus), cf. 28.03, p. 406 infra; for the omission of v, cf. 41.011, no.22, p. 486 
infra. 


E for at and AI for 6 in the same text: 

97) vew (= vaíew) II? 4533.9—10 (s. Шр.) hymns to Asclepius (various metres), ded. (priv.); 
Рубан» (= Ёүрео) ib. 2, 7; хойдала (= хёх100)) ib.8; MAKE..YTEIA probably = 
paxe[oa] "Хуєба ib. 16; exhibits crude standard of orthography throughout; 

98) ouvotén (= оюуотайр) IP 1121.44 (305/6р.) imperial edict, eftar, бирдфоєс (= єїтє, 
= бирдёосцс) ib. 29; oxparózauóov ib. 39. 

Note: In 112 3014.3—4 read КАГО, not KAITQ (L.). 


16.00 The diphthong eu 


Although the inherited diphthong єї is kept distinct from the more recent long 
e-vowel in the earliest texts, the two sounds eventually became identical, and there is 
no difference in the treatment of the diphthong and є = (е) after 350 B. C. Except 
before vowels the sound develops to [i] before the end of the Hellenistic Period 
(cf. 9.022, pp.195ff. supra). Іп pre-vocalic position & was frequently simplified 
through loss of iota, especially in the fourth century B.C. In some lexical items iota 
was permanently lost, e.g. Л:орее0с < Atopetets (cf. spellings like Avopaveds іп 
the Roman Period which show that є, not £, preceded the -evc, cf. 15.013 pp.294ff. 
supra); but in most cases the iota was retained and the spellings without iota die out 
after са. 250 B.C. (cf. 16.021 infra). In pre-vocalic position et also eventually went 
together with t, but at a later date: thus in early Roman times one finds spellings with 
Н for &/.—V (cf. 9.031, pp.202ff. supra), but later on spellings with I for et/__V 
(cf. 9.032, pp. 205 ff. supra). 


16.01 E for et (inherited diphthong) 


From ca. 460—450 B.C. on EI is an increasingly frequent grapheme for the more 
recent long e-vowel as in eivat, Радеіу, etc. (cf. 9.011, pp. 173ff. supra), and this 
is most easily explained by assuming the identity of the original ev and [e] through 
monophthongization of [ef] to (е). This view is supported by the occasional use of E 
as grapheme for the original diphthong during the period ca. 450—350, when E and 
EI are competing graphemes for [e]. But examples are rare and are largely lacking 
in public texts (nos.5, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 20, and 25 are exceptions). Most of the 
examples are on sep. monuments. 
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The comparative rarity of E for & in comparison to O for ov, which is found on a number 
of public texts (cf. 21.012, pp.351ff. infra), is due to the greater frequency of original & in 
the language and its occurrence in many morphemes. Spellings like Елеу, Gexes (for бокс), 
Ete, Ало, etc. would be difficult and confusing, so that in the decrees and inventories of the 
first half of the fourth century B. C. in which there is great variation between E and EI for [e] 
there is almost universal retention of EI as grapheme for the original diphthong (cf. the tables 
in 9.0121—9.0122 supra). Original ov, on the other hand, occurs in only a few lexical items and 
in no inflectional endings. 


The first four examples (bronze dedications and dipinti) in the following list may 
belong to an early transitional period in which original є; and [e] are still not identical. 
The use of E for [е'] could be due to incomplete rendition of the diphthong as in уау 
for vayl, hüvog for обтос (cf. 15.011b, p.269 supra; 13.04, p.260 supra). There 
are, however, already rare cases of EI for [е] of roughly the same date (cf. 9.011, 
nos. 1—4, p. 174 supra). 

A number of examples of E for final EI in fourth-century texts are probably ab- 
breviatory shortenings or careless omissions. 

Examples of E for є, later than 300 B.C. are discussed in 9.013; for EI for є/ У, cf. 7.03; 
Spellings like onu£ov, Avyvéov, etc. which are due to development of intervocalic iota to a glide 
are treated in 16.021 infra; cf. 16.021e, pp. 312 ff. infra. 

For the fourth-century examples like хХ<с, бу ате, where E = EI ~ HI, cf. 23.00 infra. 

Lit.: MS? pp.35—36, note 193; cf. 9.011. 


Examples: Before 400 В.С.: 


1) Песібос 12 434 (probably not much after 550) bronze ded. (retrograde); 
2) Мєүєхд66єс I? 429 (550—480) bronze ded.; 
3) Tadédes (bis) Beazley, Paralipomena p.73, Siana cup from Taranto by Taleides (other 
signatures of this painter: TaAeidec, once ТаХ4бес, cf. 9.021); 
4) ходебохес (= хай) бохеїс) ARV? p.264, Syriskos group no.55 (= СІС по. 5770); cf. 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 109 for the inscription; 
5) [Ad]upotex[itar ATL 2, no.7, col.4.14 (= І? 196.14, corrected, cf. ATL 1, p.38, fig. 47) 
(448/7) tribute list; 
6) хёрол 12 1078 (non post 450?) sep. mon. (in mixed Ionic script); 
7) xēta 1? 1055 (ca. fin s. Va.?) sep. mon. (L.); 
8) “Новхд34дес I? 1039 (ante 450?) sep. mon.; 
9) oi Еу тле Мє|олод тол (?) (careless omission?) I? 107.2 (409/8, cf. SEG 21.54) decree, also 
has ісі, cf. 9.011, no. 30, p. 175 supra (L.); 
10) dxorewe for dxoteíoe, Hesperia 36 (1967) pp.187ff. (= СІС по.545) (fin. s. Va.) 
graffito (known only from a drawing); 
11) *Hooxà£óng H? 1951.306 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat.; Hoaxdetdnc ib. 359, etc. (L.). 


Notes and Corrections: 
An alleged єохокс for еб хомс оп a bf. cup by Hermogenes, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften 
p. 93, ABV p.166, Würzburg по. 418, is doubtful; Beazley inclined to the view that the text is a 
nonsense inscription, cf. JHS 54 (1934) p. 91. 
In I? 1057 (ca. fin. s. V a.?) sep. mon., read xeitat (L.), not xétat. 
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400—300 B.C.: 

12) xëta II? 1237.69 (396/5) decree (phratry), but ЄЇлє ib. 13, #Балғирато ib. 19; has dx, 
тбто-, тодбтос (cf. 21.012, nos. 1—2, p.352 infra); 

13) vexo[xovoC (?) П2 1658.1 (part of П2 1656-12 1664, building inv. dated са. 394—391, cf. 
SEG 19.136-144), but Едүгітшу ib. 9; teixo- ІІ? 1660.1; onpéo II? 1657.2 (cf. 16.021e, 
no. 38, p. 317 infra); has only E for [e] (cf. table A.2, p. 182 supra); 

14) Харц 60 IG Ш.3, no. 102.b 8 —9 (400-350) defixio; 

15) “Ноах34дте IP 12089 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

16) Awtoéqng II? 3064.3 (384/3) ded., alongside nrc; 

17) xavéye IP. 12151.4 (400—350) sep. mon. (metre demands хате); 

18) МЕДУ (= Мефълмӧо?) SEG 24.205 (= G.Daux, Mélanges offerts à К. Michalowski 
[1966] pp. 355 —6) (375—350) dikast's pinakion; 

:19) ‘АМхаојуасоё Елі I? 136.3-4 (354/3) decree. But this could be suppression of inter- 
vocalic iota; I do not regard E here as evidence for a dative іп -HI in these -ev- stems, cf. 
Morphology (L.); cf. p. 184 supra; 

20) ovppéxtov II? 1453.3 (ante 350) inv.; cf. р. 184 supra; 

21) zA£ota, xetra I? 12210 а (in text).2 (ante 350) sep. mon.; 

22) Аюлефтс Deltion 24 (1969) p. 69 (400—350) sep. mon.; 

23) xepa (= хёрол) ІІ? 8870.7 (= GVI 1, р. 527, по. 1757) (ca. 350?) sep. mon., has &ixex (for 
Eyet) ib. 2 (cf. 16.011 infra), elc ib. 4; 

24) °АџреуохАўс II? 10641 (s. IV a.) sep. mon., “АнғіуохА (с (bis) al.; 

25) éxedn BCH 94 (1970) p.918, fig. 67, line 1 (= Deltion 21 [1966] Chronika p. 106, no. 12) 
(s. IV a.?) decree (not of the state, perhaps of a deme), but єї ле ib. 1, eic ib. 8. 


Notes and Corrections: 

Certainly abbreviatory shortenings are: zxóÀe, Події, etc., occurring passim іп the sacred 
calendar, ВСН 87 (1963) pp.603ff. (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, no.18) (375- 
3502), frequent cases of Eye for Exe, ді for Sei in the inv., II? 1609.61, 90, 95, etc. (ante 370/69), 
cf. other shortenings such as oyow ib. 82, то] ib. 109, etc. (L.). Probably the same type of 
abbreviation as in II? 1609 is Eye іп II? 1424.11, 12 (374/3) inv. (Exe ib. 13, 16), although this 
text does not otherwise employ such abbreviations; for the date, cf. SEG 21.549 (II? 1421 + 
Ii? 1423 + IP 1424). 

The бу лбАЕ at the end of line 6 of the decree, II? 111 (363/2), is probably a careless omission 
or abbreviatory shortening (L.) In the decree, ІІ? 657.30—31 (283/2), the mason inscribed 
magaxahe|xxa1, which he doubtless intended to correct to ларахаХе! xai later. Careless 
omissions of later times: ulate, Ехоотбс, Є (= єї) тіс, cf. 9.013, pp. 189—190 supra. 

Хоає, “АнаЕаутЕ at ends of lines in II? 2749.2, 4; II? 2732.3 (both s. IVa.?) mortgage horoi, 
are probably abbreviatory shortenings. Probably also Avoe in 1I? 2735.2 (s. IV a.?), the same 
type of text, although not at the end of the physical line. Cf. 5.011, p. 101 supra. 


16.011 єуг--6/-.С 


Most of the variation between EI and E before consonants involves spellings like 
£(i)vat, xe(üpat and is due to the identity of the diphthong єї and the later long є 
and the competition of E and EI as graphemes for this sound (cf. the previous section). 
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A few later cases of E for et/__C are probably careless omissions (cf. 9.013, pp. 189— 
190 supra). 

Such early examples of EI for [č] as occur in the earlier texts are probably graphic 
mistakes caused by the use of both E and EI for [e], i.e. if E is used both for [č] and 
[е-], and both EI and E are used for [е-], it is an easy mistake to write EI for [&]. Con- 
fusion of this sort is probably the explanation for: Мещшуоу (= Мёруоу) on a rf. 
vase of the late Archaic Period, ARV? p.290, Tyszkiewicz painter no.1 (= HRF2, 
p.459, по. 4), if the stroke is not a false start for a second E (dittography); that the 
spelling shows development of t before a cluster as in Тоос Уу (cf. 17.01) seems much 
less likely; etye for Еде on the metrical sep. mon. of a Theban (scansion demands ап 
iamb), 112 8870 (= GVI 1, p.527, no. 1757) (са. 3502), which has x&yua(u) (cf. 16.01, 
no. 23, p.301 supra). 

In the metrical sep. mon. of a Phoenician (a Phoenician version precedes the Greek 
text; cf. Conze, plate 258), 112 8388.5 (= GVI1, p.479, no.1601) (init. s. Ша.), 
occurs the anomalous spelling ely@godtwv for ёХӨроХ юу, probably due to the 
foreign origin of the writer, cf. the anomalous іүх- for ёх, бєү for 86 (cf. 7.012b, 
no. 12, p. 143 supra; 41.021 a, p. 489 infra; 48.0211, p. 580 infra). 

In the decree, II? 1048.2 (46/5, cf. Agora 15, p. 222, no. 281), the spelling °"Еоғ.ҳӨєї- 
бос is a simple graphic mistake caused by the et of the adjacent syllable. On the 
private ded., II? 4752 (s. ІЛІр.) (L.), occurs MevAtt[evc], probably also just a copying 
mistake; the text is late enough that EI would = 1. 


16.02 єм. М 


А diphthong є, occurs іп pre-vocalic position in the frequent derivational suffixes 
-ELOG, -ELO, -ELOV, -ELEUG, and in certain feminine nouns in -eva. In the early period 
this pre-vocalic eu is almost exclusively indicated by EI, just as the inherited diphthong 
in Aeinw, бокс, etc. But later the treatment of the pre-vocalic є, diverges from 
є, elsewhere: there was a tendency to delete the intervocalic iota (cf. 16.021 infra), 
and in such cases where et was retained before vowels it developed to 1 at a later date 
than et elsewhere (9.031, pp. 202 ff. supra). 


16.021 ev~e/_V 


Ап et before a vowel is frequently simplified to &-. Аз in the case of at/__V and 
OV. V the treatment of et/_V varies in specific lexical items. In some cases the loss 
of iota was permanent. This occurs in the demotics in -etevg (cf. a) infra), with con- 
traction in ПХобедс and AexeAeóc; іп “Hoaxdewwtys, with some later cases of et in 
sep. monuments of non-Athenians (cf. b) infra); in ethnics in -ew&tng (cf. с) infra); and 
in woes (cf. d) infra). In the demotics spellings like Avopavetc, etc. in Roman times, 
with AI for є, prove that є, not £, was retained in the word (cf. 15.013, pp.294ff. 
supra). 
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But in most cases there was only a tendency to delete the intervocalic iota, seen in 
the occurrence of variant spellings without it, often alongside the normal spelling. 
These are found chiefly in the period са. 450-250 В.С., and they are especially 
frequent in the second half of the fourth century B.C. The spellings without iota 
normally disappear by the end of the third century B.C., and the retention of et is 
also seen in spellings like -nog in the late Hellenistic Period and early Roman times, 
and eventually in spellings like -юс after са. 100 A.D. (cf. 9.031—9.032 supra). 
Examples of the spellings without iota are usually less frequent than the original 
spellings, and there is a tendency for them to cluster in certain texts, showing they 
were characteristic of particular individuals. In a few cases a form originally without 
iota was replaced by one with it: thus té\e0c, légea. seem to have been replaced by 
тегис, іёоға, under the influence of other lexical items in -Є(1)0с, -Е(1)0 (cf. e) infra, 
nos. 23, 42), and xhet- spread to лАғіоуос, лХеіоу, where there had been no ғ, before 
(cf. g) infra). Certain feminine personal names and toponyms are unusual in showing 
evidence both for retention of et (cf. spellings like *HoáxAno, etc.) and for simplifi- 
cation to є (i.e. spellings like *HoáxAsa, etc.) in Roman times. Most of the -£a spel- 
lings occurs in sep. monuments of non-Athenians, however, and they probably do not 
show the normal Attic development (cf. f) infra). 


The sort of permanent loss of iota seen in a)—d) infra is infrequent; it occurs before -ЕОс and 
a-vowels. The normal treatment was retention of eu. For -&u-, cf. 16.0211 infra. 

Presumably the choice of H as grapheme rather than HI (very rare, cf. 9.031 supra) for 
e/__V indicates that it was not an actual diphthong that was retained, but a long e-vowel 
distinct from et/i as in elvau, etc.; note also the Latin spellings Medea, etc., while HI is used for 
the Latin Pompeius, Saufeius, etc. (cf. 22.032 infra). 


The deletion of ı seen іп Aexeheevc, “НоахХефтис, weed, etc. and the tendency 
to delete it in other cases is due to the tendency of the -element of the diphthong & to 
become a glide before vowels with subsequent deletion, i.e. [V'-V] -» [VV] ~ [V-V] 
> [V-V]. 


The writing of metrical texts does not necessarily correspond with the demands of the metre; 
sometimes iota is omitted as in contemporary prose texts, although a long syllable is needed, 
e.g. Et:àsov (cf. 10.042, p.211 supra). In Roman times an intervocalic iota seems sometimes 
to have been dropped for metrical reasons: cf. ”AQEOG, TENE- (spellings virtually unknown in 
prose texts of this period) (cf. 10.04 b, p. 213 supra). 

In certain cases the Attic writing system produces ambiguities which make it difficult to 
interpret the examples. In the period ca. 450—350 in which E and EI are competing graphemes 
for [e] (whether the more recent long e-vowel, as іп var — elvan, or the original diphthong in 
environments other than before vowels, as in xeitau, rarely written хЕтош in this period), it could 
be argued that the E used in Avyvéov, @noéa, etc. actually stands for (е | and does not indicate 
a tendency to delete iota or render it as a glide. Against this view are both the parallel develop- 
ments seen in Пешюо(4е0с, л0(1)ЕїУ, etc. and the continuation of Avyvéov, Өпоёа, etc. into 
a period long after the use of E for (е) іп elvat, etc. has ceased; indeed E for e/—V is more 
frequent in the later fourth century than the earlier. For other ambiguities, cf. a), p.304 
infra. The accentuation in 806a, etc. is purely a modern convention. 
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16.021 a) Demotics, etc. in -е(0)є0с; Б) "Ноахлє()оттс, etc.; с) Ethnic adjec- 
tives in -&()@ттс; d) боое(/)6; e) -Е(Мос, -e(t)a, -Е(/)0У, etc; f) Feminine names 
and toponyms in -e()a; р) xÀsí(o, xAs((ovoc, лэ (0оУу, etc; h) Фле(/)4вюос; 
i) (Пт. 16.0211 -&u- ~ -e-. 


16.021 


а) Demotics, etc. in -є(.)єбс. The normal type is represented by those for toponyms 
ending in -єма, e.g. Aexedeets, Аюреейс, “Eguxeretc, ПМодеОс, and Tove- 
нє‹єбс. Of this group, those well attested in the earlier fourth century offer more 
numerous examples of the spellings with original iota retained. But examples of 
-ЄЄ0С are also found at this time, and the earliest example of one of these words is 
without iota, cf. AexeXeet in a decree of 410/9 B. C. (cf. infra). By the last quarter of 
the fourth century the spellings with iota have virtually died out; examples later than 
300 B.C. are very unusual (cf. Towepyet& infra). The pronounced preference for the 
contracted ПХофдедс, attested as early as П/оудекейс, is peculiar to this demotic, 
although AexeAeóc, Тоіуєцеос, and perhaps Atopete аге attested. The position of 
the accent on the syllable after -&v- may have encouraged simplification to -e- in 
-£LEÜG. 

In the period in which spellings both with and without iota are found the iota may 
be omitted in any of the cases: -ведс, -eécc, -eei, -єба, -Ейс, and -єєїс are all well 
attested (-єєс once). But there are no cases of -єй, and ПАофешс, ПХоудеас are 
almost surely from ПХодефс, not ПЛадєєйс, and cases of AexeAéoc, Aexedéa are 
probably from AexsAeóc. On the other hand the spellings -ғи0с, -eva, -&@с‚ and 
-ємбу are all attested. Perhaps in the period before -&v- disappeared altogether iota 
was not normally dropped before the contracted terminations -0с, -à, etc.; cf. the 
avoidance of Пецоай and the extreme rarity of Пешабс, alongside frequent Пеураёа, 
Пераќос̧, etc. (cf. 15.0127, no.3, p. 280 supra; 15.0127 h). 

The spellings without iota are found in all types of text. The abandonment of -&- 
сап be seen in the preference for -010с іп the Roman Period after at has passed to 
€ [e] (cf. 15.013 and infra). 


Some of the spellings are of course ambiguous. Thus Towepsia could be for Towepéa with 
-&- as in 7.03 ((Hoaxà£iovc, “Ноохда, etc.), but as a contracted Tgtvepets is apparently not 
attested until ca. 150 A.D., it is better to take it as Toweueu. The same arguments support the 
interpretation of “Еоіхеиос as "Еоіхеифс rather than "Eguxéwog (< *'Eoux£óc). The ambiguity 
does not stop here, however, for since a nominative IIlavavieóc can have a genitive Пацауціос 
through contraction, a nominative Totvepeetc might have a gen. Toweyutóc, and Torveperdic, 
etc. might be for Трсуеркбс with -є- before -w- as in iegéunc for lepéwc, Васа for Ваадёа, 
frequent in this period (cf. 7.03). There is no way to tell which interpretation is correct, Towe- 
рей < Tovveueveüc or < Тогуерккс, At least in the earlier period it is easier to assume the 
survival of -єйєдс, Another ambiguity may be seen in ПХАоуеас, which is probably acc. pl. of 
ПХюфедс іп a text with ПАоудедоһ, ID«58fj alongside ПЛабеєйо, ПАоекдс, since ПХо»де0с 
is frequent in the fourth century and normal later. Instances of АвхеАеос, Aexehea are harder 
to interpret, as ЛєхЕХОс is not so frequent, but a tendency to preserve -et- before 0с would 
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seem to rule in favor of ДЕХЕАё@с rather than АвхеХефс, at least for the fourth-century 
example. 


Lit.: MS? p.42, notes 256—257, 259—263. 


1) АғхғДе(//е0с, АехЕХЕйс, The spelling with iota retained is not found after the fourth 
century and is chiefly found before 350 B. C. Thus Aexedetijg (name of а phratry) іп IP 1237. 
63-64 (396/5) decree (phratry), АєхеХеадбуу ib. 33, 42. The name of the deme occurs in this 
same text: Лех ғау ib. 53, Aexeheiãor ib. 67; at the end of it in a section added са. 350 
occurs the spelling without iota, cf. Aex]eAéec in ib. 122-123 (for -Єєс, cf. Morphology). Other 
cases of АЕхеХаеОс: АежеАғікі II? 1388.11 (398/7) inv.; Aexedcredc ІІ? 1400.4 (390/89) inv.; 
AE 1961 p.202, no.3 (= SEG 21.848) (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; Aexedetet ЇЇ? 1410.6 (377/6) 
inv.; АвхеХеЦфФс) II? 1443.5 (344/3) іпу.; A£xeXeveóc II? 5980 (s. IV a.) sep. mon. 

АехеХевфе appears in the period 410—400; cf. Aexedéer in I? 108.38 (410/9) decree; the 
later addition to the phratry decree, II? 1237, just cited (ca. 350); a cat. earlier than 350 with 
Aexeheñg, cf. П2 2377.20 (360—340), and the sep. monuments with Aexedeevic, II? 5983.3, 6 
(400—350), II? 5986 (365-340). АехеХеедс is normal later, cf. АвхеХеедс II? 3056.1 (320/19) 
ded.; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.35, no. 5, line 3 (318/7) decree; Аехедееос TI? 1487.84 (post 307/6) 
inv., Тргуерех ос іп ib. 62 (cf. no.5 infra); AexeAeéa. Deltion 18 (1963) p. 103, no. 1, line 32 
(= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree (hippeis); ДєхєХЕёа, ЛехеХєєїс Hesperia 9 (1940) p.122, 
no. 25, lines 7, 17 (ca. 155) decree; АехеХеедс II? 3083.2 (bis) (271/0) ded.; II? 1938.53 (152/1) 
cat.; II? 5985 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 2452.37 (са. 125/4) cat.; II? 1009, col.3.111 (116/5), 
II? 1011, col.4.94 (106/5) decrees; ІІ? 1710.7 (ca. 200) cat. Cf. АєхєМао, in the decree 
(orgeones), II? 1242.5 (s. Ша.). AexeAeetc occurs in Roman times, cf. Лехећеёос̧. II? 5984 
(s. Ip.), AexeXeeóc II? 5981 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. monuments. 

The contracted AextAeóg is rather rare, e.g. Aexedsic II? 1927.92 (post 350) cat. (known 
from Chandler); AexeAéog ІІ? 5817 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; AnxeAéoc Hesperia, suppl. 9 (1951) 
p. 26, add. IIb (164/3? date of 260 proposed Hesperia 12 [1943] р. 163) horos (cf. 8.01, no. 30); 
Aexedets ІР 2297 a(in add.).5 (са. 50р.) cat. (known only from Pittakes); II? 5982 (aet. Rom.?) 
зер. mon. (known only from Pittakes); AexeAéa IP 11045/51 (date?) (known only from a 
copy). For the possibility that AexeAeoc might be Aexehedic, AexeAea =  AexeAeü, cf. p.304 


supra. 


2) Avope(tjedc. The spelling with iota retained is well attested іп the fourth century, e.g. 
Аюввкедс ІР 101.4 (373/2) decree; II? 4896 (ante 350) ded.; 11? 4902.2 (ca. 350) ded.; Aro- 
pev(evs) II? 1612.137, 138 (356/5) іпу.; Avope ib. 271, 272; Avouewóc Hesperia 29 (1960) 
p.55, no.78 (са. 350) ded.; Avopeteic 12 1749.70 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.); Avopetes (-&&g ог 
-&&c? cf. Morphology) II? 1926.41 (325/4) cat. (L.); Avopeteigc CHA рр.7-8, line3 (cf. SEG 
21.334) (307/6), IP. 460.3 (307/6), 12 464.4 (307/6) decrees; II? 3073.5 (307/6) ded. Note 
Лион) in а cat., Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., line 70 (336/5). C£. [év]|Avopet(an) olxdv in 
the inv., Hesperia 28 (1959) рр. 208 ff., lines 547—8 (= II? 1558.20— 21) (ca. 330—320) (L.). 

Аовеедс appears in the second half of the fourth century, and is normal later, e.g.: Аюреєїс 
II? 1700.50 (335/4) сас; 02 2409.24 (330/29, сі. SEG 16.145) сас; Діоцеєйс ІР 458.3—4 
(307/6), 1I? 471.13 (306/5), IP. 495.9 —10 (303/2), II? 492.3 (303/2), II? 503.8 (302/1) decrees; 
Н? 5990 (s. Ша.), II? 5992 (s. Ша.?) sep. monuments; Avopeéwe ІІ? 5989 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
Аюоиееос ІІ? 971.21 (140/39), II? 1018.2 (fin. s. Па.) decrees; ІІ? 1963.32 (13/2) eph. cat. In 
the later Roman Period the normal spelling is Avouaveóc, cf. 15.013, nos.75, 77, 79, 86, 88, 
and 92. 

The contracted Avopets is known only from Pittakes, cf. II? 5988 (post 300) sep. mon. 


306 Diphthongs with short first element 


3) “Еокхе(/е0с. The original "Egixevets is very rare, e.g. "Еоіхеидс ПІЗ 6421 (365—340) 
sep. mon.; "Egueweig Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff, line 105 (336/5), П2 1700.37 (335/4) 
catalogs. The name of the deme occurs in a cat. of deme names dated са. 200 В.С. as 'Eo(xea, 
cf. II? 2362.24. The normal spelling of the demotic is "Eguxeetc, poorly attested at all periods: 
"Eouxeeig П2 1749.46 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.); "Еоіхебос, "Eouxeeóg II? 7702.5, 7 (post 350) 
sep. топ.; "Еоїхеєїс Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., line 54 (281/0) саг.; ”Ерихєєїс П2 678.32 
(25675, cf. SEG 21.377) decree; "Ерімеєбс II? 1323.4 (197/6) decree (thiasotai); "Eovxeéa 
Hesperia 26 (1957) p.212, no. 59, line 10 (172/1) ded.; "“Еоіхеефс Hesperia 24 (1955) pp. 220ff., 
lines 154, 160 (= Hesperia 15 (1946) p.201, no.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.71, по. 37) (127/6) 
decree; "Е|рихеёа. Clinton, Sacred Officials p.92, note 20 (= 12 3487, corrected) (125-100) 
ded.; "Eovxeeóc H? 1008, col. 1.100 (118/7) decree; "Eguxeéa II? 1009.22 (116/5) decree, has 
"“Еожедс (cf. infra); "Eguxeeóg II? 6069 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; 'Eouxeeóc II? 2447.4 (s. Па.) cat.; 
II? 2272.7 (date?) eph. cat. In Roman times "Ерикацебс is the usual spelling (cf. 15.013, nos.73— 
74, 75 —76, 78); Eouxeets is rare, e. g. II? 6068 a (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

For the peculiar spelling “Еоіхідс, cf. 29.00 b, p. 409 infra; 7.012 b, no. 14, p. 143 supra. 


4) ПАюбе(,едс, ПАюбедс. A decree of the demesmen of Plotheia dated ca. 400 В.С. has 
both [TAw@evetou and the contracted ПХодефоь, but not the intervening stage ПАоӨєєбо, cf. 
I? 1172.11, 15; in the same text occur ПАоӨфс ib. 35; ПАшӨбеЦас ib. 25; the ПАобеос in 
ib. 29, 30 is probably ПХюбеос, acc. pl. of ПЛовеос, rather than ПАюбедс, acc. pl. of ПХвбеедс. 
Other examples of ID«»6e1eóg are of fourth-century date, usually before 350 B.C.: e.g. ПАш- 
Berets II? 1421.103 (374/3), II? 1424a (in add.).295 (369/8), II? 1425.211 (368/7) inventories; 
1124885 (400—350) ded. (priv.); ІР 7241 (ante 350) sep. mon.; ПАобеа II? 1749.82 (341/0) 
pryt. cat., unless it is IIAw8éra from ПАоӨєос (cf. ID«o8eig ib. 42), cf. 7.03, no. 1k, p.153 
supra (L.; ПАобеибс П2 1629.614 (325/4) inv.; ПАоӨдевфс 112 7240 (post 350), II? 7239 
(s. IV a.) sep. monuments. 

The spelling ПХюбеедс is frequent in the later fourth century B.C.: e.g. IDapOeric II? 1747.44 
(343/2?) pryt. cat.; Пмовеєос ІІ? 1455.9 (340/39) inv.; ПАобееос II? 499.3 (302/1), II? 503.3 
(302/1) decrees; II? 4916 (s. IVa.) ded. (priv.). For the ambiguous ПЛабеєс іп IP? 1926.45 
(325/4), cf. infra. Loss of the iota was permanent, cf. ПД обеадеу in а ded. of 142/3 A.D., IP 
3740.29, and the contracted form of the demotic, normal in the Hellenistic Period, is already 
well attested in the fourth century, e.g.: ПмоӨйс, ПЛобебої, Плобеас II? 1172.15, 29, 30, 35 
(also -evevc, cf. supra) (са. 400) decree (demesmen of Plotheia); ПХоудеос II? 7242 (365—340), 
II? 7237 (са. 360) sep. monuments; ПАоудеіс II? 1749.42 (cf. supra) (341/0) pryt. cat.; ПАюФейс 
AE 1961 Chronika p.17, по.63 (= SEG 21.911) (350—300) sep. mon.; ПХоудешс (rather than 
ПХодефс) II? 7236 (s. IVa.) sep. шоп. ПАоудеіс II? 1700.48 (335/4) cat.; ПАюбеес in ће cat., 
II? 1926.45 (325/4) (L.), is ambiguous; probably from ПАюбедс with -Єєс (back formation from 
-éac) as in Лаџрлтоѓєс̧, "Axagvésc, "Еоушес, etc. in the same text, rather than from ПЛебвеєос 
(cf. 7.03, no.5, p.158 supra and Morphology); ПХбебс II? 500.4, II? 504.3, IP? 505.2 (all 
302/1) decrees; II? 4607 (fin. s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); ПАоудеіс Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., 
line 49 (281/0) cat.; ПАмдеОс Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 54, no. 11, line 8 (272/1) decree; IIo tic 
II? 678.22 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) decree; IIoüeóc Hesperia 11 (1942) p.282, по. 55, line 1 
(= Sokolowski, Supplément p.54, no.20; SEG 21.530) (init. s. Ша.) decree (orgeones); II? 
1706.46 (fin. s. Ша.) cat.; 11? 7238 (s. Па.), II? 7235 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments; etc. 


5) Тонуене(1)е0с, ТогуЕрєйс, The original spelling Tovveperets is rare, but this word is 
poorly attested in any spelling before the end of the fourth century. Cf. Totve]peteds ІІ? 1699.44 
(343/2) cat.; Тоуғреќос̧ П2 1487.61—62 (post 307/6) inv., has Aexeheéwe ib. 84 (cf. no.1 
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supra); because of the lateness of the date, the Тргуеиеш, of the decree, 112 678.9 (256/5, сі. 
SEG 21.377), is probably Тоуєџрєй, acc. of Тоу д йс with EI for e/_V (cf. 7.03, no.1k, 
р. 153 supra), rather than the acc. of Towepereús with contraction. 

Towvepeetc is normal by са. 300 B.C.: e.g. Тогүєрєєйс, Towvepecig Hesperia 37 (1968) pp. 1 ff., 
lines 157, 312 (303/2) сас; Тогееркєйс II? 7570 (post fin. з. IVa.), ІР 7572 (post fin. s. IVa.) 
sep. monuments; IP 1704.9 (300-250) cat; Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., line 287 (281/0) 
cat.; Тосу|Ерєёа. Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 173, no. 27, line 4 (са. 250) decree; ГГохм)єцеєїс Hesperia 
36 (1967) p.230, по.39, line 2 (ca. 250—230) pryt. cat.; Towepeéa Hesperia 9 (1940) p.115, 
no.23, line 57 (= 112917 + new frr.) (223/2) decree; Тогуғџиеғїс Hesperia 30 (1961) p.220, 
no. 17, line 22 (ca. 200) pryt. cat.; Тоїмереєдс 12 2332.176, 267 (183/2), II? 2333.66 (ca. 180) 
catalogs; Тргуедеёа. Hesperia 26 (1957) p.33, no.6, lines 59-60, 137 (173/2) decree; Towe- 
неба Hesperia 36 (1967) p.59, no.6, lines 43-44 (= 12937 + new frr.) (ca. 170) decree; 
Тогуєреє0с 02 3472.2 (200—150) ded.; Toweueéa Hesperia 9 (1940) p.122, no.25, line 86 
(са. 155); II? 972.7 (164/3? cf. Agora 15, p. 181, no. 221) decrees; Тоіуєцеєбс II? 1009, col. 3.82 
(116/5) decree; Toweuséog II? 7571 (fin. s. Па.) sep. mon.; etc. 


In texts of Roman times are found Тоієцеєйс, Towepatetc (with AI = (е), cf. 15.013, 
nos.80—81, p.298 supra), Тоіуєџе0с (apparently for the first time), and Tervopatetc (due to 
influence of уоцос? cf. 11.01 а, р. 214 supra): 

Totvepeeóc: II? 2226.28 (ca. 218/9 p.) eph. cat. (reading TPINEMEEYZ, with the addition of a 
small new fr.) (L.). 

Teivepaets: Hesperia 16 (1947) p.180, no.85, line 11 (са. 180p.), П2 1782.40 (177/8 p.) (L.) 
pryt. catalogs. 

Towepeús: II? 2033.37, 38, 39 (са. 150 p.) eph. cat. (now part of ІР 2064 and joined to 
it) (1... 

"Te wopateóc: II? 7573 (bis) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.). 


6) Other demotics in -е(/)е0с. Of these the best attested are "AAwmexeetc and 'AyaEav- 
тес. "АХолехеієбо is a fifth-century spelling, e.g. "AXonexeveóc I? 261.34 (429/8), I? 238.66 
(428/7), 12 239.80 (427/6) inventories; "AAonexetog (= 'АМолеєхғибс̧) 12 311.19 (422/1- 
419/8) inv. There аге two cases of omitted iota: “АХолехегі in I? 301.11, 30 (409/8, cf. SEG 
23.35) inv.; this same text has "Аухадеєї in ib. 24. Later the forms of the demotic are 'AAo- 
xex£Üg (derived from -evevc like ПАоудейс from ПЭМодееОс?) and the much more frequent 
"АМопехідєу, attested also in the fifth century (cf. Indices to IG P, p.325; to IG IL p.74). 
'ApaEavrewUg occurs occasionally in the earlier fourth century B.C., cf. "Ацаваутеієйс 
II? 1388.6 (398/7) іпу.; 112 3047 (ca. 350) ded.; 'AyaEavtewig IP 2377.27 (360—340) cat. 
There is apparently no instance of ’ApaEavteets. The form in use in later times is "АнаЕоутедс 
(cf. Indices to IG II, p.74; IG ILS, p. 331; etc.). 

"Аүо%Хғійс occurs in the pryt. cat., Hesperia 11 (1942) p.231, no. 43, line 28 (367/6), and the 
intervening stage without iota is perhaps seen in АГРҮЛЕНУ, іп a ded. (publ.) of 408/7, cf. 
12 398.3, unless -EHZ is the earlier ending of the nominative plural -єйс (from ’AyguActs), cf. 
7.03, no.5, p.158 supra. But usually 'AyovArjOev (cf. Indices to IG 12, p.325; to IG II, p.74; 
to IG ILS, p.331). 

In addition to 'AyxvAsei just cited in the fifth-century inv. with "АЛоленеєї, I? 301.24, there 
occurs the full form 'AyxvAevijc, cf. П2 1932.20 (400—350) cat. But the normal form was 
'AyxvAijOev even by the fifth century, cf. e.g. Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, line27 (= Р 
329.8) (са. 414) inv.; P 379.8 (420/19) inv. (cf. also Indices to IG H, pp.73—74; to IG ILS, 
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pp.330—331). There is an isolated variant 'AyxvAeóc, cf. "Аухийєїс, II? 678.20 (256/5, cf. 
SEG 21.377) decree. 


So also *Ayyedeuij¢, II? 1751.30 (post 350) pryt. cat., alongside '"AyyeAe£c in another pryt. cat., cf. 
REG 73 (1960) p.88, line28 (= SEG 23.87) (са. 390—375). For the demotic іп -Хедс, cf. 
"Аууєдєїс in II? 1753.34 (са. 330) pryt. cat. But the usual form of the demotic was “АгүүеХ ӨБУ, 
found already in the fifth century, cf. e.g. I? 124.3 (406/5) E and normal later (cf. Indices 
to IG II, pp. 73—74; to IG I.S, p. 331). 


For the rare Batevetc, cf. Baxeuijg in Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., line 103 (336/5) сас; 
Batets, cf. e.g. II? 1747.27 (343/2?), II? 1749.33 (341/0) (L.) pryt. catalogs. But the normal 
form of the demotic was Barij8ev, frequent from the fifth century on (cf. Indices to IG Р, p.325; 
to IG П, pp. 73, 75; to IG II.5, pp. 330, 331). 


Also rare is ‘Exadevevc, cf. “Exadevijc, II? 1742.87 (370/69?) pryt. cat.; "ExaAeóc, cf. e.g. 
“Еходейс Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., line 76 (= 11? 2427.6) (281/0) cat.; Hesperia 9 (1940) 
p. 112, no. 22, line 10 (= 1I? 2434 + new frr.) (post 255) pryt. cat.; ог ‘Ехал деу (normal, cf. 
Indices to IG П, рр. 74—75; to IG I.S, p. 331). 


Attested only once is Өтшахекеде, іп the decree, 112 338.6 (333/2); normally Өтџахєос (cf. 
Indices to IG II, pp. 73, 75). 


The isolated spelling KOAAYTEIEX occurs іп а pryt. cat. of 341/0, II? 1749.38; it should 
probably be interpreted as KoAXvteié£c, with a late case of EI for [e], as this same text has 
OTPYNEZ, EXTIAIEZ, where -E can only be -єїс (cf. 9.013, no.2, p.189 supra). It is 
difficult to say if KoXAvtetéc is from an otherwise unknown KodAvteveds variant for KoAAvtevs, 
or if a confusion of demotic types is at work (cf. 7.03, no.5, p.158 supra); also herein: 
“БЕоіжесіс, Avopereic (cf. nos. 2—3, pp. 305—306 supra) (all readings іп II? 1749, L). 

The spelling IKAPIEIEX in a catalog of diaitetai dated 325/4, II? 1926.38 (L.), looks at first 
sight like KOAAYTEIEZ, but the final syllable is almost certainly -éc, both because of the later 
date and because of frequent spellings in the text like Аорлтоеес, "Eoyuec, KoAAvvéec, Ebovv- 
иёєс, etc., which are almost certainly nominatives in -éég formed back from the accusative 
plural in -éac. Thus the ending -eweg in Тхариасс is likely due to confusion of demotic types 
(note Avoperes in line 41, cf. no.2, p.305 supra), probably not a rare case of EI for ё before 
an e-vowel (cf. 7.03, no.5, p.158 supra). For these demotics in -&óc in this period, cf. Mor- 
phology. 

Rare demotics in -є1Е0с for -Єбс (as in Bareveóc, @nuaxeretc, KoAXvtereóc, etc.) probably do 
not have EI for £/—V (cf. 7.03, no. 5, pp. 157—159 supra). 


7) The nom. plural of several ethnics of the -ғ1є0с type is found in the tribute lists. The con- 
tracted forms occur very rarely, but the type with iota omitted, -єєс (for -Ейс), is not actually 
attested. There is a bare chance that Гомм(є)Єс should be restored rather than l'ovv[euéc, with 
EI crowded together, in 12 205.13 (= ATL 2, по. 15) (440/39). 

Aapnovéc: I? 194.23 (= ATL 2, no.4) (451/0); elsewhere ЛорилОуеёс: I? 202.5 (= ATL 2, 
no. 12) (443/2); I? 203.38 (= ATL 2, по. 13) (442/1); 12 205.42, 43 (= ATL 2, no. 15) (440/39), 
Р 211.3, 4 (= ATL 2, no.21) (434/3); the town name Aaynóveu: Р 191.11 (= ATL 2, no. 1) 
(454/3), ІР 196.25 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7), 12200.23 (= ATL 2, no. 10, col. 1.28) (445/4), 
I2 201.45 (= ATL 2, по. 11, col. 3.34) (444/3). 

Magovés: I? 195.34 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 3.22) (450/49). Magóveg: Р 202.6 (= ATL 2, 
по. 12, col.3.6) (443/2), 12 203.7 (= АТІ 2, по.13) (442/1), 12 221.47 (= ATL 2, по.40, 
col. 3.20) (415/4). For the Attic toponym Мооофуе(4)0, cf. 16.021е, по. 30, p.316 infra. 
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[Гоъ]уёс̧ has been plausibly restored in ATL 2, no.9, col. 1.3 (= 12 199.3) (446/5); elsewhere 
Говуефс: P 193.28 (= ATL 2, no.3, col. 5.27) (452/1), 12 198.17 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6), 
Р 203.7 (= ATL 2, по.13) (442/1), ATL 2, no.14, col. 2.10 (441/0); 12 205.13 (= ATL 2, 
по. 15) (440/39): Гозу[є]ёс (cf. supra); 12213.36 (= ATL2, no.23, col.1.43) (432/1), 
Р 214.10 (= ATL 2, no. 27) (428/7). 

Мғаубовис. is the only spelling found for the ethnic, although the town name twice appears 
without iota: Мєаубоекёс: 12 213.12 (= ATL 2, по.23) (432/1), P 63.145 (= ATL 2, по. А9, 
со1.3.81) (425/4). Мебубовша: I? 191.10 (= ATL 2, по. 1) (454/3), I? 194.22 (= ATL 2, no.4) 
(451/0), I? 195.61 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 2.34) (450/49), P 200.14 (= ATL 2, по. 10, col. 1.19) 
(445/4). Мєвубоёа: 12 205.30 (= ATL 2, по. 15) (440/39); ATL 2, no.25, col. 3.37 (430/29): 
{Ne]éyd[olea. | 

Always -&i£c іп Воюдес, cf. ATL 1 рр.248-249; Хлүгиес, cf. ATL 1 pp.402—403; "АСемс! 
(for the more common “АС(С)еші), cf. 12 210.18 (= ATL 2, по.20) (435/4), 12 212.101 (= ATL 
2, no. 22, col. 1.106) (433/2). 

The contracted form is normal in Гомүдес: І? 194.32 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.24) (451/0), 
ATL 2, no.5, col.4.33 (450/49), 1 201.41 (= ATL2, по.11, col.5.29) (444/3), 12 203.25 
(= ATL 2, no. 13, col. 5.22) (442/1), I? 204.77 (= ATL 2, no.14, col. 2.95) (441/0), I? 212.78 
(= ATL 2, по.22, col. 1.83) (433/2), P 213.72 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.79) (432/1). Ап -&éc 
form occurs rarely: cf. Воюүхемс 12 196.12 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7); (Го or Во?|юүхес: 
12 198.70 (= ATL 2, по. 8, col. 2.69) (447/6) (cf. 46.0111 infra). 

Ethnics in -evetg are avoided in later times; cf. the standard "Axayeóc, Kavoagets, Лаобі- 
хедс, МаутлуЕОс, Nuxopndete, etc. 


b) "НоахАє(дфтис, etc. The spelling һеоахАғабто (= “НоохХеифтот) occurs in a 
small fragment of a fifth-century decree, cf. І? 145 (424/3, cf. SEG 10.82); likewise 
[heo]axAetóta[u] is found in the trib. list appended to a decree, cf. ATL 2, no. А9, 
со1.4.127 (425/4). The restoration of ---HooxAs]|[ió tag in a decree of 361/0, 
II? 117.b 22—23, is subject to considerable doubt, although the text is stoichedon. After 
350 B.C. it is certain that the Attic spelling was 'HoaxAeótnc, as can be seen from 
numerous attestations in public documents, e.g.: 12 408.15 (са. 330); 112 360.35 
(325/4), with the name of the town spelled “Новхдеша in ib. 38; II? 479.21 (са. 305/4), 
II? 1008, со!.4.119 (118/7), ІІ? 1011, col.5.117, col.6.90 (106/5); II? 1013.19 (fin. 
s. Па.): *HoaxXeouxó; II? 1028.151 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), II? 1039.а!3 (79/8, 
cf. SEG 22.110): ‘HeaxAew[tys] (L.); II? 1043.117 (38/7): “Ноох|Хєфтаүс (L.) all 
decrees; II? 1271.15 (299/8?), 12 1273.28—29 (289/8?) decrees (thiasotai); АМ 66 
(1941) p.228, no.4, lines 2, 14 (138/7 aut 137/6) decree (orgeones); II? 1335.39 
(103/2) decree (sabaziastai); II? 1956.153 (fin. s. IVa.), 112 1957.15 (init. s. Ша.) 
catalogs; II? 4281 (fin. s. IIIa./init. s. Па.) ded.: Вбтоу “Н(оох|Хефттс énón[oev]; AM 
66 (1941) p.181, no.2 (— SEG 21.694) (129/8?) ded.; II? 4466 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); 
II? 4952 (date?) ded.; and ‘HoaxAewtys and “НоахХефтас(са) on the majority of the 
sep. monuments of natives of 'HoáxAeia, cf. 1128549—112 8822 (more than 130 
certain cases of -ewt-); II? 85723, II? 8609 а, 112 8636a, II? 8654a (all in add.); II? 
8548 a, II? 8704 а, II? 87742, II? 8815 а (all in add. nova); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.54, 
по. 100 (s. Ia.); Ta Athenaika 21 (1962) pp.34—35, nos.14 (s. Пр.), 15 (s. Та.) (= 
SEG 21.954—955); Hesperia 23 (1954) p.270, nos. 102 (s. Ip.), 103 (s. Ш/Па.), 104 
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(в. IVa.); Neon Atbenaion 2 (1957) p.40, no.2 (s. Ia./s. Ip.), p.41, no.3 (s. Ша.) 
(= SEG 16.206-207); AE 1958 p.124, no.11 (= SEG 19.279) (s. Па.?). "Ноа- 
х\ғиот- occurs.only on another signature of Baton of Herakleia, II? 4280 (fin. s. Ша./ 
init. s. Па.): Bótov “НоохЛемфттс Елойүое; and а few sep. monuments of non- 
Athenians: 112 8593 (ante 350); 128725, П2 8751, 1128612 (all са. 350); ІІ? 8700, 
II? 8755, 112 8792 (all post 350); 12 8769 (s. IVa.?); 112 8802 (init. s. Па.), 12 8808 
(s. Па.); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.282, no.154 (s. Ia.); 12 8679 (aet. Rom.); ІІ? 8824 
(date?). In Hesperia 29 (1960) p.70, no. 129 (s. IVa.) the presence of v is doubtful, cf. 
plate 22. 

The fifth- and fourth-century example(s) of “НоохХеифттс are the original form, 
but the later ones ate in a foreign context and do not look like survivals of any earlier 
Attic spelling. The spellings with -evwt- are well attested in other parts of Greece; the 
influence of the town name “Нобх\ға, where -ғ1- was retained, played a part in the 
preservation of -evwt- in the ethnic, but not in Attic. Several sep. monuments of non- 
Athenians of the later Hellenistic Period and the Roman Period have eta, e.g. 'Hoa- 
XANÓTNG, etc. (cf. 7.02, nos.2, 3, 6, 10, 15, 16). These might be indications of closer 
pronunciation of є before o-vowels and comparable to spellings like AvoixAnovs, etc., 
but they are again in a foreign context and may be no more than later equivalents of 
the “Ноохдешот- spellings found in such contexts earlier and contemporaneously. 
Thus as a spelling *Ho&xAna became possible because т was used for & before vowels 
(cf. 9.031), 'HoaxAnot- was used for 'HooxAev-. 

The spelling 'Hojox[A]uirmm[ (there is not room for “Но)охПе|мӛлті) occurs in a decree of the 
year 318/7, cf. Hesperia 8 (1939) p.30, no. 8, line 26 (= II? 535) (L.). Probably a very rare case 
of t for є, due either to the closer pronunciation of e-vowels after xÀ- or confusion with other 
ethnics in -и0716; if єї was intended, either а back formation of "HoáxAeua or et for є before 
vowels as in ПеридЕюос, Cf. 7.0122, no. 3, р. 142 supra. 

Lit.: MS? p.43, note 284. 


с) Ethnic adjectives in -є(()бттс̧. The examples are largely confined to the tribute 
lists, where -evaitat and -єйтон are both found: 


Alveuitai: 12 218.20 (= ATL 2, no. 25) (430/29). 

Alveatat: I? 199.34 (= АТІ 2, no.9) (446/5); P 202.25 (= АТІ 2, no.12) (443/2); 
Р 203.24 (= ATL 2, по. 13) (442/1); I? 211.18 (= ATL 2, по. 21) (434/3); I? 212.38 (= ATL 2, 
по.22) (433/2); 12 213.47 (= АТІ 2, по. 23, соЇ. 2.54) (432/1); I? 216/217.23 (= АТІ 2, 
no. 26, col. 2.24) (429/8). 

Ileeátot: ATL 2, no.2, col. 10.2 (= I? 197.6) (453/2); ATL 2, no.3, col. 5.31 (= I? 193.32, 
corrected, cf. infra) (452/1); 12 198.93 (= ATL, по. 8, col. 2.104) (447/6); 1? 200.19 (= ATL 2, 
no. 10, col. 5.24) (445/4); I? 204.64 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 1.81) (441/0). 

Ieheãtar: 12 195.40 (= ATL2, по.5, со1.5.28) (450/49); 12202.5 (= АТІ 2, по.12) 
(443/2). 

Хадженлах ІР 203.7 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1);12214.6 (= ATL 2, no. 27) (428/7). 

XaXxtátat, more frequent, e.g.: ATL 2, по.12, со1.4.6 (443/2): Xa[Ax]eá1ai; 12 213.47, 48 
(= ATL2, no.23, со1.1.54, 55) (432/1); 12222.19 (= ATL2, по.28) (427/6 aut 426/5); 
12 63.114 (= ATL 2, по. A9, col. 2.104) (425/4): [XoAx]e&v[au]. 
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Spellings іп -t&trc occur rarely; they are probably the result of confusion with 
ethnics of the -и@ттүс/-Мүстс type (cf. 6.0421) rather than an indication of a closer 
pronunciation of et here. 

Alwatat: ATL2, no.4, col.4.12 (= 12194.12, corrected) (451/0): Aft]waxo[i]; 12 201.10 
(= ATL 2, no. 11) (444/3). 

Хоӛмдтоы: Р 221.13 (= ATL 2, no. 40, col. 1.14) (415/4). 

An ethnic Zede(u)ame is not attested; read [Z£]Aeta in ATL 2, по. 14, col. 2.38 (= P 204.26) 
(441/0); [II]sAevatat in ATL 2, no.3, col. 5.31 (= 12 193.32, cf. supra) (452/1). ZeXe(tng occurs 
in a fourth-century sep. mon., cf. II? 8526 (post 350). 

An ethnic “Аүүгібттс occurs in a section in Attic of the amphiktyonic decree: II? 1132.59 
(130/29). 


In other such adjectives only -єбтис (never -ғ1йт11с) is attested: 


Потабейто: 18 205.50 (= ATL2, no.15) (440/39); 2210.5 (= ATL 2, по.20) (435/4); 
E 212.65 (= ATL 2, no.22, col.2.70) (433/2) tribute lists. For Потехдо(1)є6с, cf. 15.0127k; for 
Ilore(óa(u)a, cf. 15.0125, p.279 supra; for rejection of alleged cases of Потєдолбттс, cf. 
15.013, p. 296 supra. 

Гидєбтцс: II? 3596.1 (ca. 134 p.) ded. 

:"EXe&tnc: ІІ? 8481 а (in add. nova) (s. ПЛа.), II? 8483 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. 

Eùpeveámg: II? 8503 а (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. топ. 

Модедбттұ: 12 4962.3 (init. з. IV a.) ded. 

Теүєблтс̧: Deltion 25 (1970) p. 147, no.8, line 4 (349/8) ded.; ІР 687.24, 38 (265/4) decree; 
02 10436 (fin. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; cf. the local spelling Тєуєатас in И? 10435 (init. s. IV а.) sep. 
mon. Cf. (?) Peek, AG 1, p.33, no. 120 (= IP 11868) sep. mon.: [Tey]gá[tov]. 

Тєуєблис: II? 10437 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. 

*Ymwged(tms) ethnic of a town in Acarnania recognized by L. Robert, cf. Hellenika 1 (1940) 
pp. 106—108 (= 12 7998) (s. IV а.) sep. mon. 


Lit.: MS? pp.41—42, notes 229, 251, 253. 


d) ӛшоғ(0)4. As in the words іп а)-с) supra the accent falls on the syllable after the 
-et-. боєм is probably the original spelling. It is found in the fifth century, e.g. 
Р 42.20 (са. 446), I? 77.20 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31) decrees. Both бюоғһб and бооеб 
occur in the fourth century, sometimes in the same text, e.g. 6opetáv II? 1.59 (403/2) 
decree, but ӛшоебу ib. 68; бозоғийс 112 212.22—23, cf. 20 (347/6); бо|оғибуу II? 222.3 
(са. 344) decrees; ӛооеЦ0у)| II? 1749.76 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.). But баюєй in the 
contemporary II? 223.B13 (343/2); dweedv II? 333.29 (335/4) decrees; cf. dwoeds 
Il? 414.4 (ante 325/4); бөрейс 12456.511 (307/6); бофрейс 12 557.21 (post 
306/5) decrees. 5wQev@v occurs in an early third-century decree, II? 653.51 (285/4), 
alongside dwgeaic, бөфребу in ib. 16, 23; бөрєа- is normal in this period, e.g. 6eopsáv 
II? 654.26 (285/4), 6oosóv 112 657.11—12 (283/2), бшоєйс П? 652.19, 31 (paulo 
post 286/5, cf. SEG 23.65), борейс II? 672.15 (279/8), Sweets Il? 682.94, 97 (post 
256/5).decrees; ёооға- also іп the Roman Period, cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.363ff., 
line 8 (= II? 1088.42) (132—138 p.) decree (Panhellenes); ёооєёс II? 1099.33 (121 p.) 
imp. letter; ёорғаїс II? 3299.6 (132 p.) ded. (L.). 

Lit.: MS? p.40, note 219. 
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e) -є(щ)ос, -е(1)0, -e()ov, etc. -&- may occasionally be written -є- before a- and 
o-vowels (a, at, o, ot, ov, and œ). This occurs chiefly in nouns in -&ov, e.g. Bakavetov 
(pl. BaXaveia), -eva, e.g. ёларёЛем,, oela, and -ғ0с, e.g. oteheróg; in adjectives іп 
-&LOG, -£lG, -£LOV such as “Agetos, dvdgelos, etc. and in the feminines of -vg adjectives 
“ овша, Odea. 

Where words аге well attested the omission of the iota сап іп most cases be said to 
be very rare. Thus лоотауёоу occurs but once, лоотауѓёа only three times, although 
both words are exceedingly common (cf. nos.36—37 infra), so also ёлуџе\ёас once 
only (cf. no. 16); cf. also numerous derivatives in -є10У which are never attested without 
iota at all. Exceptional in this regard are feminine anthroponyms and toponyms in 
-eta (cf. f) infra) and légea, теХғос, and xA£ov where special circumstances seem to 
apply (cf. nos. 23, 42; р) infra). Rare words are not really exceptions, being too poorly. 
attested to provide viable statistics. 

Most of the examples of these spellings without iota occur in the fifth, fourth, and 
third centuries B. C.; they are particularly common in the fourth century. Instances of 
the spellings without iota after 200 B.C. are quite rare; for exceptions (some even of 
Roman date), cf. nos.3, 10, 13, 23, 42,46. Roman examples of "Asoc, véAeoc, can 
be shown to be due to requirements of metre (cf. 10.04b, p.213 supra). The disap- 
pearance of spellings without iota after about 200 B.C. probably indicates monoph- 
thongization of the diphthong to a long e-vowel; it is just about this time that spellings 
like лоутауйа, iéonņa, etc. begin to appear (cf. 9.031 supra), which probably also 
indicate monophthongization of [e']/__V to a long e-vowel. Otherwise one would 
expect лоутауїр а, etc., a very rare spelling attested only twice (9.031, nos.3, 12, 
pp.203— 204 supra). 

The spellings without iota tend to cluster in certain texts, which clearly indicates 
the pronunciation of the iota as a glide or its deletion was characteristic of particular 
individuals within the population: cf. weo6ye(i)ot, *HoaxAéox in II? 1247 (nos.31, 19 
infra); дудобом, Ватоахеобу, légea, -хобтєа in II? 1524 (nos. 2, 7, 23 infra; f) infra); 
'Aoxknníca, Фтоба, Bevdtdéwv. іп 12 1496 (nos.4, 8, 21 infra); yoappatéov, 
боохдбеош іп II? 1533 (nos. 12, 15 infra); үооүбуеоу, үсацџатёоу, xoAEdv, Avyvéov, 
©Ахёа in II? 1425 (nos. 11, 12, 25, 29, 34 infra); Т.ВЕ(0о9, отеХе(1)о4 II? 1673 (nos. 39, 
43 infra); Фпобом, лоотауёа, тамобам іп II? 1672 (nos. 22, 36, 41 infra); уёюуу, толёа 
in II? 1628 (nos.32, 44 infra); yuvaixéwv, yorgéwv in II? 1365 (поѕ.13, 46 infra); 
BayPidémr, Ладоєоу in II? 1582 (nos.6, 28 infra). There is a great deal of incon- 
sistency within a given text, and the same word is frequently spelled both with and 
without iota, often in close proximity (e.g. nos. 1, 4, 7, 11, 14, 19, 22, 25, 26, 27, 29, 
31, 32, 34, 36, 39, and 44 infra). On the other hand, there is not much correlation 
between the dropping of iota and the use of EI for £/—V as in elav, Baou£wc, 
Васідема, etc.; II? 1533, II? 1673, and especially IP 1672 are exceptional here (cf. 
7.03, p.148 supra). The dropping of iota is found in state decrees, but is most 
characteristic of inventories. 

A few of the earlier cases of E for £/- У occur in texts in which E and EI are still competing 
graphemes for &— (е) (whether the more recent long e-vowel or the original diphthong) іп 
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environments other than before vowels. Cf. onpéo in II? 1657 alongside техолоюі (no. 38 infra; 
16.01, no. 13, p.301 supra); several cases of -eov, -ča іп II? 1425, which has хео-, тоёс, etc. 
(cf. nos. 11, 12, 25, 29, 34 infra; 9.0122, Table B.1, p. 186 supra). But it is doubtful whether 
there is any connection between the two phenomena; the use of E for et/__V in these earlier 
cases looks identical to the practice seen so frequently in inventories of the later fourth century 
when EI is completely established as grapheme for (е1/--С, etc. (cf. p.303 supra). There 
seems no justification for the difference in accentuation adopted by Kirchner, as e.g. between 
толға in IP 1627 (330/29) and dAxéa, Avyvéov, etc. іп I? 1425 (368/7). Іс is likely that 
the spellings without iota indicate that -£ov was pronounced [e-on] or [eton], but it seems 
preferable to print the original accentuation as in Avyvéov, the practice followed consistently 
herein. 

Lit.: MS? pp.40—42, notes 220—228, 234, 246—247, 250, 258, 267—283, 285; p.128, notes 
1146—1147; pp. 151—152, notes 1306, 1310, 13102; Lademann рр. 117—118. 


Examples: 
1) ахбхеос: ахах оюу, dxatéo, dxatjeov IP? 1609.45, 104, 15 (ante 370/69) inv., alongside 
axaterov ib. 52; дматею- also II? 1608.25 (373/2), IP. 1611.229 (357/6), II? 1612.329 (356/5) 
inventories; etc. 
2) аудоёос: &у[$]оёоу II? 1524.201 (post 334/3) inv. (has also Ватрохеобу, légea, Меуехоб- 
теа, cf. nos. 7, 23; f) infra); дубоєїо-, cf. е. р. II? 1517.153 (353/2—341/0) inv. 
3) "Aosvoc, "Адеос: 'Agéou лаүоу 12 480.23 (са. 305/4) decree; but "Aosíov náyov in 
12 1425.204 (368/7) іпу.; II? 479.7, 9 (ca. 305/4) decree, and frequently in Roman times (cf. 
Indices to IG IIL, p.311). Retention of & is shown in spellings like "Аріюм (cf. 9.031 supra) and 
*Aotov (cf. 9.032 supra). ” Аовос occurs in II? 3809.3 (s. ШШр.) ded., perhaps because of the 
metre (cf. 10.04 b, p. 213 supra). 


In ’Ageonayettns there is no case of "Ageto- (cf. Indices to IG Ш, р. 311). Cf. also "Ageia, ship's 
name іп ІІ? 1611.120, 135, 165 (357/6), II? 1612.42 (356/5) inventories; 'Aotíov, man's name 
in the decree, II? 956.52 (161/0). 


4) "AoxAnnieva: "Aox]Améo[v ІІ? 1496.150 (334/3-331/0) inv. (has also Веубибёюу, 
@noéwv, cf. nos. 8, 21 infra), alongside "AoxAnmeiwv ib. 78, 109, 133, "Олуилаіоәу ib. 82, 113. 
Many attestations of festivals in -eva, cf. e.g. Indices to IG II, pp. 80—81; to IG II.5, p.334; to 
IG Ш,р.315. For later treatment of these festivals, cf. 9.032, по. 9, p. 206 supra. 

5) BaXavéov: BaXavéov II? 2495.8 (334/3 aut paulo post) loc.; for BaAaveiov, cf. I? 94.37 
(418/7) decree; II? 1635.143 (post 374/3) inv. 


6) Bapfíóctov: Варфьбёох IP 1582.57 (probably 342/1, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.243) inv. 
(has also Aatgeov, cf. no. 28 infra); for BapBidevov, cf. Hesperia 19, p. 206, no. 2, line 13 (post 
367/6); p. 210, no. 5, line 89 (ca. 350) inventories. 

7) Валоохеобс: Ватоаҳєобу II? 1524.187 (post 334/3) inv. (has &vóo&oc, їбова, Меуєхоатеа, 
cf. nos. 2 supra, 23 infra; f) infra), but Baxoayetobv ib. 152, 220; Bateayerov- also in II? 1523.24 
(350-336). 

8) Веубідға: Веубидёшу II? 1496.86, 117 (334/3-331/0) inv. (has 'AoxAnníeva, Өпоёа, cf. 
nos. 4 supra; 21 infra). 

9) BovAAeavóc: BovAAcavot P 213.18 (= ATL 2, no.23) (432/1) trib. list; [BovA]Aevavot in 
I? 63.141 (= ATL 2, по. A9, col. 3.77) (425/4) trib. list appended at end of a decree, cf. Bó]oA- 
Aevov ib. 129 (= col. 3.112). 
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10) уєуоуєїа: yeyovedv IP 1328.17 (183/2) decree (orgeones) has légeta, ігоғифу; for 
yeyoveia, cf. II? 1224.b7 (ca. 166) decree (cleruchs); ІР 1006.27 (122/1), ІР 1028.92 (101/100, 
cf. SEG 24.188) decrees. 

11) yooyóveov: уорубуєоу IP 1425.79 (368/7) inv. (has yoaupatéov(?), ходебу, Avuxvéov, 
dhxéa, cf. nos. 12, 25, 29, 34 infra), alongside уорубуєюу ib. 251, etc.; yogyovéov II? 1457.12 
(post 339/8) іпу.; for үорүбуєлоу, cf. also II? 1491.20 (307/6) inv.; etc. 


12) үрарралёоу: yoappatéov II? 1533.87, 117 (post 338/7) inv. (has also 6ogxáóso, cf. 
no.15 infra); y]eappat[éov] (stoich.) ІР 1425.203 (368/7) inv. (has also уорубуєом, ходебу, 
Хохуёоу, OAxéa, cf. nos.11 supra; 25, 29, 34 infra); for үоардатсїоу, yeappateia, cf. IP 
1237.20, 98 (396/5) decree (phratry). 

13) yuvouxéa: éx yuvarxéwv 1I? 1365.20, ІІ? 1366.5 (s. Ip.) two copies of regulations for 
the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia (yotoéov іп II? 1365.11, cf. no.46 
infra). 

14) АохбаХеоу: AaddAcov Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 14, no. 1, lines 21-22 (367/6) inv., Aawdé- 
Аюу ib. 11, 12. 


15) дорхбёғос̧: борхддєон II? 1533.23 (post 338/7) inv. (has үрардатёоу, cf. по. 12 supra). 
16) éxuiéAea: éntpedéag IP 483.24 (304/3) decree; ЕлцЕХею very frequent; for Елці Алша, cf. 
9.031, no.3, p. 203 supra. 

17) fjuext£ov: hwextéov I? 1184.8, 9 (= Sokolowski, Supplément p.208, по.124; SEG 
21.518) (post 334/3) decree (deme) (has légeta), alongside fjuexveiov ib. 6, 7; cf. Приєхтеїа іп 
II? 1672.89, 265, 266, 268, etc. (329/8) inv. Distinguish ўшёхтғоу, e.g. Hesperia 17 (1948) 
pp.86ff., Block 2, Face A.c4—5 (= 12839.4-5, LSAG p.78, по. 44) (500—480) sacred law: 
һеш хтеоу; cf. ib. Face B.h1 (= ІЗ 838.1): һехтеа; Һешёхтебу I? 76.7 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.222) decree; |шехтео II? 1356.7, 17, 21 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law (cf. nos.23, 42 
infra). 

[hu](exxov is attested on a text from Gytheon of Roman times, cf. note to IG II? 2886; Wilhelm, 
Neue Beiträge 4, p. 41. 


18) fiu£oea: huíoeav TI? 2497.13 (post 350), 12 2492.15— 16 (346/5), II? 2498.13—14, 14, 18— 
19, 21-22 (321/0) (has Өтоєїоу), ПІЗ 2499.21 (306/5) locationes; fju(otav Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p.282, no.55, line19 (— Sokolowski, Supplément p.54, no.20; SEG 21.530) (init. s. Ша.) 
decree (orgeones) (has теХеос, cf. no.42 infra); cf. perhaps hey[ijoea|[v] I? 6.35 —36 (ante 460) 
decree, alongside һеш овиау ib. 24; for fji(oevav, cf. e.g. Hesperia 7 (1938) pp.1ff., no.1, 
line 60 (363/2) decree (genos) (cf. no. 19 infra); II? 1241.22, 26, 27 (300/299) decree (phratry); 
etc. 


19) *HoáxAstov: тӛ 'HoaxAéov Hesperia 7 (1938) pp.1ff., no.1, lines 10-11 (363/2) decree 
(genos) (cf. no. 18 supra), “НоохХе(ол ib. 16; Еу тӛл Hoaxdéwr II? 1247.15, I? 1248.8 (са. 250) 
decrees (mesogeioi) (12 1247 has peodyeon, cf. no.31 infra). For *HoáxAeua (feminine personal 
name and toponym), cf. f) infra. Cf. hegá]xAevov in І? 129.4 (ante 415?) decree, т|бі hegax[Aevo- 
in ib. 5; hegó[xA]evov. Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no.6, line 103 (= 12 325.17) (са. 414) inv.; 
то "Hoéoevov II? 1358.19 (375—350) sacred calendar; Hesperia 19 (1950) p.254, no.18, 
line 12 (ca. 341/0) inv. 

20) Өіға: ӨҢДЕ о (2) ПР 1358.27 (375—350) sacred calendar; Өфға IG IIL3, по. 102.а 13 
(400-350) defixio; @¢Aeva AM 66 (1941) рр.1714., no. 1, lines A31, B23, B27 (= SEG 10.38; 
21.27) (са. 445) sacred calendar (has тос, téosia, cf. nos. 23, 42 infra); 6nA[s]uov ІІ? 1361.7 
(post 350) sacred law (orgeones) (has рға, véAsoc, cf. nos. 23, 42 infra). 
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21) Ono£a: Өпоќоу 12 1496.134, 143 (334/3-331/0) inv. (has 'AoxAnnís()a, ”ОХорхбеш, 
Веубібеа, cf. nos. 4, 8 supra); for Өтоєїа, cf. Indices to IG II, p.81; to ІС ILS, p.334; to IG 
Ill, p.315. 


22) Өтүоёоу: тобою II? 1672.10, 68, 167, 192 (329/8) inv. (has лротауёас, tavoéav, cf. 
nos. 36, 41 infra), alongside Өтоєќох ib. 66, 123, 237; Өтоешю- сі. e.g. II? 2498.3, 10, 15-16 
(321/0) loc. (has шоо, cf. no. 18 supra); etc. 


23) légea, tégera: tégea is well attested in the fifth century: hiegéa. Hesperia 17 (1948) 
pp-86ff., Block 2, Face А.а6 (= LSAG p.78, по.44) (500-480) sacred law; тас) hwoéa[c 
P 4.13 (485/4) decree; hiégeav 12 24.5, 11 (са. 448, сі. SEG 21.20) decree; hiegéar I? 25.5 
(424/3, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p.204, по. 71) decree (L.); huegéa 12 843.43 (= Sokolowski, Supplé- 
ment p.26, no.9; SEG 21.94) (410—405) sacred calendar; hiégeat ІЗ 81.10 (421/0) decree; 
hiepéats P 387.36 (ca. 406, сі. SEG 15.19) inv.; leoéalt Hesperia 4 (1935) pp.19ff., no.2, 
line 75 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law, iegéa on the related fr., II? 1357.b 1, fr.555a.3 (= So- 
kolowski, Lots? p. 33, no. 17, lines А 4, C1). 

légeva. is much rarer: Һоға АМ 66 (1941) pp. 171ff., no.1, lines A33, BS (= SEG 10.38; 
21.27) (ca. 445) sacred calendar (has OfAeva, «£Aeoc, cf. no. 20 supra, по.42 infra); Бібрка, 
htéoeta[v I? 190.27, 30 (ca. 420) sacred law; їєрєбол II? 1356.10, 12, 20, 24 (paulo post 403/2) 
sacred law (cf. nos. 17 supra, 42 infra). 

The frequency of tégea in the earlier period lends support to the view that it is the original form 
as suggested by W. Schulze, from huegnga, cf. Quaestiones epicae p.489; légera would be a 
later development due to analogy. 

In the fourth and third centuries (6060 is still found: (ерёол Hesperia 26 (1957) p.79, по.25 
(ante 350) ded.; iepéat, tepéac ВСН 87 (1963) pp. 603 ff., lines B38, A50, Е7-8, A39 (= SEG 
21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, по. 18) (375—350?) sacred calendar, alongside legetat ib. 
A21-22; légea 124560 (400—350) ded. (priv.); legéat II? 1361.4, 7 (post 350) sacred law 
(orgeones) (has Өт кеізу, véAeoc, cf. nos. 20 supra, 42 infra); ібоєа, (eoéac II? 1524.45, 112 (post 
334/3) inv. (has 4убоғос, Ватрахеобу, Mevexoátea, cf. nos.2, 7 supra; f) infra); Цёрєа ІР 
1456.31 (post 341/0) inv., alongside (ов. ib. 23, 1Еоға II? 3459.1 (init. s. Ша.) ded. 

But iégeta is certainly the normal spelling after са. 350 B.C., cf. Indices to IG II, p.79; to IG ILS, 
p.333; to ІС Ш, p.314. For the retention of e1, cf. spellings like (от (cf. 9.031 supra) and légua 
(cf. 9.032 supra). 

After ca. 250 B.C. tégea is very rare: тас іғоғас ІІ? 1328.33 (175/4) decree (orgeones), along- 
side legeiac, (еребоцс, légerat іп ib. 23, 28, 29, 34, 41; тїїс ігоғас II? 1346.21 (init. s. Ip.) decree 
(hierateuousai), alongside légevav in ib. 5; téoea II? 4868 (aet. Rom.) ded. (seen only Бу Four- 
mont). 

24) legéa: hregéa(?), cf. Р 10.6 (453/2, cf. Meiggs - Lewis p. 89, no. 40) decree. 

25) кодебу: xoAjedv II? 1388.47 (398/7) inv.; «oAe[ó]v (stoich.) Ш 1400.22 (390/89) іпу.; 
хоХебу ІІ? 1425.195 (368/7) inv. (has үорүбуєоу, yeappatéov, Avyvéov, óAx£a, cf. nos. 11, 
12 supra; 29, 34 infra), alongside xoAevév ib. 76; for ХоАабу, cf. e.g. II? 1382.16 (405/4, cf. 
SEG 10.201), II? 1481.A 6 (fin. s. IV a.?) inventories. 

26) Кблоєос: Колоєос II? 1629.48 (325/4) inv., alongside Кблоєцосі in ib. 6, 28. 

27) xdgeov: хбоғоу IP 1237.28 (396/5) decree (phratry), alongside хореїо іп ib. 6, xà хорош 
ib.-61. 

28) Aadgeov: Ә|ло Aave]éov Hesperia 19 (1950) p.244, no.16 (p.247), lines 53, 54 (= IP 
1582.5, 6) (probably 342/1) inv., Aaópsov in II? 1582.54, 67, Ламобом ib. 52, 63, 64, 78; but 
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normally Aavget- in inventories of this type, cf. Ламоебон, Hesperia 10 (1941) p.14, no. 1, 
lines 42-43, 52-53, 61 (= Hesperia 19 [1950] p.206, по. 1) (367/6); Лофоешоу Hesperia 19 
(1950) p. 209, no.4, line 27 (ante 350); p.210, по.5, lines 50-51 (са. 350); p.219, no.6, line 6 
(аме 350); p.263, no.20, line41 (338/7?) p.277, no.29, line 5 (330—320); Aa*ps[to]v 
(stoich.) Hesperia 19 (1950) p.275, по.28, line 12 (post са. 340); AJavoríov Hesperia 19 (1950) 
p.240, no. 15, line 75 (350—340). Cf. по. 30 infra. II? 1582 also has Вацеба» (cf. по. 6 supra), 
but Zypdyevov ib. 54. 

29) Хохуёоу: Хөхуёоу II? 1425.369 (368/7) inv. (has yooyóveov, yoauuaxéov, xoAeóv, OAxéa, 
cf. nos. 11, 12, 25 supra; 34 infra), alongside Avyveto ib. 368, Avyveia ib. 370, Avyvetov ib. 413; 
cf. also Avyveia, II? 1640.30 (354/3) inv. 

30) Маофуға: Maguwvéa Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 14, по. 1, line 59 (367/6) inv., but Лабреюу 
(cf. по. 28 supra); for Маофуео, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 235, по. 14, line 19 (са. 350—340); 
p. 260, no. 19, line 18 (339/8?) inventories. 


31) peodyeou: ресоүёоу II? 1247.5 (са. 250) decree (mesogeioi) (has "НоахАбам, cf. no. 19 
supra), peodyeou ib. 15, but peaoyeious ib. 10; cf. џесоүєѓоу, wecoyeioug II? 1244.1, 7, 8 (fin. 
s. ГУа.?), ПІ? 1245.2, 10, 11 (249/8) decrees (mesogeioi); һесоүгію II? 2776.66 —67, 204 (aet. 
Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial doc. Cf. also t@v yeloloya[iwv in the inv., 
II? 1485.31 (307/6). 


32) véa: véwv II? 1628.526 (326/5) inv. (has толёа, cf. no.44 infra), veia. ib. 523; cf. also 
veia, vetwv II? 1610.27 (са, 370), IP? 1627.353, 356 (330/29), П2 1629.1000, 1003 (325/4), 
II? 1631.231, 233 (323/2) inventories (cf. 23.011 i, p.372 infra). 


33) Népea (festival name): xà N[éu]ea IP? 365.48 (323/2) decree; Менға II? 3149а(іп add.).6 
(са. 100) ded.; Néuea II? 3163.10 (post aet. Hadriani) ded.; Néweo ІР 3154 (date?) ded. (seen 
only by Pittakes); probably also Néy[c]a, rather than Nép[etJa, in II? 3123 (for the corrected 
reading, cf. DAA p.205, no.174, where a date of са. 450 is assigned) ded. For Меңеш, cf. 
P 606.6 (= DAA p.181, no.164) (са. 450) ded.; I? 3162.14 (post 131/2p.) ded.; Deltion 25 
(1970) p.85, no.2, line7 (post 131/2p.) ded.; 1I? 3169/70.11 (253—257p.) ded.; Hesperia 17 
(1948) p. 43, no. 35, b (aet. Rom.) ded. 

There is no iota in the toponym: cf. 12829 (s. Va., probably after ca. 445) ded. (priv.), with 
Nepéat twice; Мєрбод ІІ? 3122 (init. s. IVa.) ded.; Neuéag 02 1134.88 (117/6) decree (am- 
phiktyons, this section in Koine); Nepéau is restored twice in I? 77.12, 17 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31) 
decree (stoich.); cf. Neuém in two metrical dedications of Roman times, 112 3158.3 (з. Ip.), 
II? 3769.16 (post 243/4p., cf. SEG 23.113). 

Neueóc, Менеббос also has no iota: Neueág IP 3128 (ca. 350) ded.; Менебс (ship's name), cf. 
Nepedda IP 1611.84, 265 (357/6) inv.; ІІ? 1612.37 (356/5) inv., Nepeág ib. 167; [N]eueág 
П2 1615.105 + Мєрєвс IP 1616.131 (for II? 1615 + 12 1616, etc., cf. SEG 24.160) (post 
358/7); Neueüc N? 1623.245 (333/2) inv.; Мецейс П2 8417 (post 350) sep. mon. (name of a 
Boeotian woman). Мєрємїс (woman's name) in the cat., IP 2354.5 (fin. s. Ша.), might be an 
example of EI for ¢/__V (cf. 7.03, no. 1i, p. 152 supra). 

34) óAx£ov: ФХхҒа II? 1425.346 (368/7) inv. (has уорубуєом, yeappatéov, хоћебу, Xvyv&ov, 
cf. nos. 11, 12, 25, 29 supra), but óXxeia (bis) ib. 352; cf. Өлхейа II? 1640.18 (354/3) inv.; etc. 

35) duneéa: 1[£]c битобас P 116.34 (409/8 аш са. 407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.267, no.87) 
decree. 


36) novtavéa: xQvvavéau (nom. pl) 12 415.15 (ca. 330/29) decree, but xgutaveiac ib. 8; 
noutavéas II? 373.17 (322/1) decree, nqutavelag ib. 19; noot|avéag П2 1672.11-12 (329/8) 
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inv. (has @nogov, taveéav, cf. поѕ. 22 supra, 41 infra), but лоотоуеі- ib. 8, 101, 114, 142; 
zQvtavet- ib. 37, 44, 137 (L.); ломтамеїа is very frequent, cf. Indices to IG P, p. 369; to IG II, 
p.70; to IG I.S, p.329; etc.; cf. also zovxavfja, 9.031, nos.8, 11; лоотоут ра, 9.031, no. 12 
(p.204 supra). 

37) novvavéov: лоотаубом IP? 1.37, 51, 63 (403/2) decree, has лоеофейа, xogeia, Swed (cf. 
d) supra); xovtaveiov is very frequent, cf. Indices to IG P2, p. 369; to IG II, p.92; to IG ILS, 
p. 348; etc. 

38) enuéov: owuéo 1I? 1657.2 (part of II? 1656—12 1664, building inv. dated ca. 394—391, 
cf. SEG 19.136— 144) (cf. 16.01, no. 13, p.301 supra). 

39) отеХебс: отеХеой П2 1673.26 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv. (has Tiféov, cf. no.43 infra), 
alongside oteXevoo ib. 55. 

40) отоллёоу: [отол]лёоу II? 1629.1150—1151 (325/4) inv.; отуллеіоу II? 1631.336 (323/2) 
inv.; отоллеєюллбхос АЕ 1971, pp.83ff., no.4, lines 14, 41 (= II? 1673.41) (333/2? cf. АЕ 
1971 p.112) inv.; отоллеюлоћс̧ Ш 1570.24 (са. 330—320) inv.; cf. 112 1572.8 (са. 330—320) 
inv. 

41) тамрёа: тамрёау IP 1672.161 (329/8) inv. (has @noéov, лротауёас, cf. пов. 22, 36 
supra). 

42) тӨвөс, téAevos: тё\еос is the only spelling found in the fifth and fourth centuries: téAeov 
P 842.A7, C8—9 (ante 446/5) sacred calendar; téAcov AM 66 (1941) pp. 171 ff., no. 1, line B18 
(= SEG 10.38; 21.27): (ca. 445) sacred calendar, has 6éAeva, Мова (cf. nos. 20, 23 supra); 
téAeov 12 76.39 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) decree; véAeov, veAéav Hesperia 30 (1961) 
p.293, no. 1, lines B7, ВЭ (400—350) sacred calendar; v£Aeov ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, lines 11, 
24. 26, 27, etc. (post 403/2) sacred calendar; veA£o II? 1356.6, 12-13 (paulo post 403/2) sacred 
law; has légeta (cf. nos. 17, 23 supra); тєХМо II? 1361.5 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones), has 
Өгдөш, їбова (cf. nos. 20, 23 supra); телах II? 226.47 (bis) (ca. 343/2) decree; 1£Aeov Hesperia 
11 (1942) p.282, по.55, lines 15, 16 (= Sokolowski, Supplément р. 54, no.20; SEG 21.530) 
(init. s. Ша.) decree (orgeones), has legetov, Ңшовау (cf. по. 18 supra). 

Тос is not found before the Hellenistic Period, but was probably normal thereafter. The 
examples occur in a group of catalogs of the same date and type: теХе(ол, teAeiat II? 2313.55, 
57, 61 (194/3 et 190/89); 12 2314.51, 53, 55 (182/1 ег 178/7); 12 2316.47, 51, probably 52 
(ca. 166/5); 12 2317.46 (162/1 et 158/7). Cf. --]veAevo[-- ІР 2291 а.19 (190-200р.) oration 
of ephebes. 

A late example of 1£Aeoc may be due to metrical necessity, cf. veAéaig AM 67 (1942) p.31, 
no. 30 (aet. Rom.) cat. (has also éxónoev) (cf. 10.04 b, p. 213 supra). 

The Attic form was clearly 1éAeoc, later replaced by téAevoc, probably due to analogy with other 
adjectives in -Е105, -EL@, -euov. 


43) Тіфеос: Tiféov I? 1673.21 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p.112) inv. (has oteAeo(, cf. no.39 
supra); cf. TiBetou (the same man) II? 1672.69, 109—110 (329/8) inv. (has @notov, лротауёас, 
тамоёау, cf. nos. 22, 36, 41 supra); TiBevog IP? 2937 (s. IVa.) ded.; II? 10450 (fin. s. Уа.) sep. 
mon.; etc. 


44) толЄоу: толҒа II? 1627.69, 72, 78, 83, 148 (330/29) inv., but толеїа ib. 75, 160, 443, 
466; II? 1628.605 (326/5) inv. (has véwv, cf. по. 32 supra), толеїа ib. 258, 260, 265, 333, 583; 
толға II? 1629.379, 382, 384, 387 (325/4) inv., толєїа ib. 1058; толғїа, толейшу, cf. e.g. 
I? 1621.9, 102 (348/7? cf. SEG 24.160); ІІ? 1622.135, 136, 143, 178, 192, 288, 305 (ca. 
342/1), I? 1626.37 (са. 330), II? 1672.311 (329/8) inventories; etc. 


318 Diphthongs with short first element 


45) “ҮлғоВбоғо!: “Үлеофоо(Е|у II? 1636.8 (ca. 350) inv. (stoich.). 

46) yoigeos: xoioéov ІР 1365.11 (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by 
Xanthus of Lycia (has yuvatxéwv, cf. no. 13 supra). 

47) хоба: хоёа II? 1534В.182 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., xoeía in ib. 167; ова is well 
attested in decrees, e.g. II? 670.13 (282/1), 1I? 673.10 (278/7), 12 682.27—28 (post 256/5), 
12 717.3 (init. s. Ша.), Hesperia 45 (1976) pp. 296ft., line 22 (204/3), II? 844.7—8, 27 (181/0, 
cf. TAPA 95 [1964] р. 239). 


Always -t- in: ёрєобс̧, cf. 12 386.18 (ca. 406, cf. SEG 10.219), II? 1518.53 (post 341/0), II? 
1524.162 (post 334/3), II? 1533.35 (post 338/7) inventories; cf. also [арлёҳ]оуоу é[oe]óv in 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, line 160 (ca. 414) inv.; херацеоїс, e.g. II? 463.51 (307/6) 
decree. 


Always -ғ1- in yAavxetoüc, cf. II? 1518.52 (341/0), II? 1523.18 (350—336) inventories. 


f) Feminine names and toponyms in -e(t)a. In the period ca. 450—250 В.С. the 
occasional dropping of iota in names ending in -era would be of the same type seen in 
“Аохдлүліса, толёа, хоба, xovtavéa, treated in the previous section (16.0216). Thus а 
defixio with both EóxAea and EtxAsua (cf. по. 1) shows the same type of hesitation 
seen in texts with both толға and толеїа, xovtavéa and лохтауєќа, etc. So also the 
ship named "AxuJ.eía in three naval inventories is called "AytAAéa in a fourth (cf. no. 6 
infra), a text with both толеїа and толға (cf. e), no.44 supra). In a group of later 
fourth-century inventories the same woman is called both ”Арштодбараа and 
“Аоивтоббциа (cf. по. 5 infra), and she may well have been an Athenian. Also perhaps 
a native Athenian was Меуехоблеа of another such text, in which occur also Eevo- 
ходлға (cf. no.3 infra) and дудоёоу, Вотоахеобу, légea (cf. e) пов.2, 7, 23). There 
are also some fourth-century sep. monuments of native Athenians in which these 
spellings occur. 

After 200 B.C., however, there is an observable divergence in the behavior of 
these names and the words іп e) supra. Whereas spellings іп -ņa occur frequently 
enough in the early Roman Period when such spellings are common to indicate 
retention of -et-, the spellings in -ea also persist, even into later Roman times. Most 
of these examples of -ea occur on sep. monuments; these often contain ethnics and 
are certainly those of non-Athenians, or contain only a name, which in most cases 
would indicate the monument of a slave, who would have been of non-Athenian 
origin. There are only a very few cases in which these late examples of -ea involve 
native Athenians: cf. “АүадбхАға іп a list of names at the end of a decree of the 
end of the second century B.C., II? 1036.42 (cf. no.1 infra); also a Evvýðea on а sep. 
mon. of the second century A.D., II? 5871 (cf. no. 11 infra). On the other hand, the 
number of texts showing Athenians with the -ņa spellings is somewhat greater, cf. 
9.031, nos. 25, 28, 49 and 50. Note also 'Axaófjuewa (Attic toponym) in the financial 
document of the Trajanic Period, II? 2776, but "Axadnpea attested as а female name 
on three sep. monuments of foreign persons (cf. no.4 infra). It is likely that the names 
in -ea of the later period show a non-Attic development of -eva and that -eta was 
retained in Áttic. 
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For 'Ауавохіла, etc., cf. 9.032, pp.205ff.; for Өама on vases, cf. 9.021, no.3, p.191 
supra; -na for -eva, cf. 9.031, pp. 202 ff. supra; for №ейуёоє()а, Аарлбуеш, cf. a) supra; for 
Nepéa, Nepe(t)ac, cf. е) supra, no. 33; Magwve(ia, ib. no. 30. 

Lit.: MS? pp.41— 42, notes 228, 230—233, 235, 244, 248—249, 252, 254. 


1) -Ае(да (feminine personal name) 

“АүобдхАға ЇР 1036.42 (cf. IG П.5, no.477d) (108/7) decree (Athenian); II? 8100 (s. Ia.), 
II? 10548 (aet. Rom.), II? 10544 (date?) sep. monuments of non-Athenians. 'Aya9óxAeua, cf. 
e.g. ІР 10344.12, 31 (not part of IP 1034abc) (s. Ia.?) cat. fr. (Athenians); П2 8101 (post 
317/6), IP 10549 (s. П/Шр.), II2 10543, IP 10545/6, 11? 10547 (aet. Rom.?) sep. monuments 
of non-Athenians. 


“АоютохАға I1? 10775 (365—340), IP 8123 (s. Ia.), 128532 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments of non- 
Athenians. *AguotéxAeua, cf. e.g. 12 1062 (s. Va.), ІР 10774 (390—365), ІР 6028 (340-317), 
II? 10776 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; II? 1534 A.72 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) 
inv. (Athenian?). 

AuóxÀca II? 9499 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; IG IIL3, no.8.2 (s. Ша.?) defixio. 
Аодаш, cf. e.g. II? 1534 B.245 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (Athenian?); II? 8904 (fin. s. Па.) 
sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 

'E[v]eóxAea II? 10815 (ca. 360—350) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 


Evuhéa[s Kerameikos 3, p. 91, no.3, line 13 (ca. 450? cf. Introduction, p.8) defixio, along- 
side EtxAevav, Evxdelag ib. 8, 11, tÜxAeav (abstract noun) II? 12151 (400—350) sep. mon., 
where the metre demands єбидеду; ебхАғау with the same scansion is also recorded for II? 
10780 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon., known only from an old copy (has also £n, cf. i) infra) (cf. 10.04 a, 
p.211 supra); ЕбхХға II? 11408 (ca. 350), Deltion 28 (1973) Chronika p. 13, no.4 (= ІР 11407) 
(са. 350) sep. monuments (these two texts part of the same monument? cf. Deltion loc. cit.) of 
non-Athenians; for ЕбхХєм,, cf. e.g. П2 1612.151 (356/5) inv. (ship's name); Il? 11406, ЇЇ 
11408 а (in text) (ca. 350), ІІ? 11414 (s. IVa.); I? 13113 (s. IVa.?) (abstract noun) sep. monu- 
ments of non-Athenians; II? 7195 (post 350) (abstract noun), II? 5452 (fin. s. IV a./init. s. Ша.) 
(abstract noun) both sep. monuments of Athenians; II? 1534B.239 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 
(Athenian?); II? 11409, ІІ? 11415 (s. ГУ/Ша.), II? 11410 (s. Ша.), II? 11412 (s. II/Ia.), IP? 11413 
(s. ПЛа.), II? 11411 (s. Ia.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; II? 3528.6 (init. s. Ip.) ded. (L.) 
(Athenian). 1 

“Новодеа II? 8019 (aet. Кот), II? 10200 (aet. Rom.), IP 11595 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments of 
non-Athenians; ‘НобхАєа, cf. e.g. II? 7822 (post 317/6, cf. p.334 infra) sep. mon. of an 
Athenian; II? 8677 (date?) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; IP 59102 (in add.) (s. Ша.) sep. mon. 
of an Athenian. 

GeóxAca II? 2357.35 (init. s. Па.) cat. (Athenian?); IP 12668 (5. Пр.) sep. mon. of a non- 
Athenian; @edxAeva, cf. II? 1034 d.11 (not part of 1034 abc) (s. Іа.?) cat. fr.? (Athenian). 

ЧеобхХғоа II? 7837 (са. 350) sep. mon. probably of an Athenian; Чербидеіа, cf. e.g. II? 2334.13 
(ca. 150) cat. (Athenian); II? 1036.41 (108/7) decree (Athenian); II? 6328 (ante 350), II? 7711 
(= GVI 1, p. 414, no. 1386) (390—365), II? 5614 (ca. 350) sep. monuments of Athenians. 
MvnoíxAsa II? 12803 a (in text) (s. IV a.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 

SevóxAea. I? 1544.15 (333/2) inv. (an Athenian?); for Зєубодва, cf. I2 12335.1, 2, 6 (са. 
360) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; in lines 2, 6 metre demands" у" ~. 

ПаутахХеа II? 12404 (ante 350) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 
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Ila:oóxAca 12 1083 (s. Va.?), 1? 5346 (paulo ante 317/6) sep. monuments of Athenians; IP 
12429 (s. IV a.), Hesperia 26 (1957) p.217, по. 71 (post 350) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; 
for IIavoóxAeo, cf. e.g. П2 6049 (post 350) sep. mon. of an Athenian; II? 1534 B.248 (247/6, 
cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; II? 2671 (s. IV aut s. Ша.?) horos (mortgage), ап Athenian. 

IIoAvxAéag IG Ш.3, no. 102.b 19 (400—350) defixio. 

Улоолбхдеа II? 12658 а (іп text) (post 350) sep. топ. of а non-Athenian; for Z1oavóxAeua, cf. 
II? 3497.9 (s. Ia.) ded. (L.); II? 4036.3 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) ded., 112 3554.5 (s. Ip.) (all Athe- 
nians). 

УосќхАва II? 9076 (s. а.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 

---хАға II? 10736 (fin. s. Ia./init. 5. Ip.) sep. mon. 

Cf. $Uóxhno, “Нободло, "Ауабомдта, "AguoréxAna (cf. 9.031, nos.35, 44, 47, 50). For 
”Аүадбудла, cf. 9.032, по. 10, p. 207 supra. 


2) ‘Нобхл()а (toponym) 

ЕЕ "НоохХ<ос II? 8696 (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon. 

For "Нобх ва, cf. I2 360.38 (325/4) decree, “НоахАефттс іп ib. 35; #Е "НоахАєіас II? 8768 
(post 300) sep. mon. of a native of Herakleia, the wife of an Athenian. 

For ‘Heaxie(uarye, etc., cf. b) supra. 


3) -хобтє()а (feminine personal name) 

Атрохобтеа II? 11119 (post 350) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; for Anpoxoáveua, cf. 12 11117 
(са. 350), II? 11118 (s. IVa.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians. Distinguish Дтџиохоатќа, а 
ship's name (cf. Indices to IG II, p. 84). 

KAevoxo&vea. H? 6124 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. of an Athenian; cf. KAcoxga]tfjag in 9.031, 
no. 25, p. 204 supra. 

Ееуохоблға ІІ? 5911a (іп add. nova) (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon. of an Athenian; II? 1524.209— 
210 (post 334/3) inv., has дубобом, Вотосуєобу, légea (cf. e), nos. 2, 7, 23 supra); ІІ? 12250 
(са. 350) зер. mon., = (?) Єємохоблеша of II? 6958 (са. 340) sep. mon. (Athenian); €evoxoáteua 
also іп I? 1469.162 (post 320/19) inv. (Athenian?). 

Mevexodtea II? 1524.183, 184 (post 334/3) inv., cf. Eevoxoátea supra; for Меуєкоблела, cf. 
e.g. II 12086 (390—365), II? 12085 (s. ПЛа.), II? 10287 (s. Ip.), IP 12084 (date?) sep. monu- 
ments of non-Athenians; II? 4596.2 (post 350) ded. (priv.), an Athenian. Cf. Mevexoatya, 9.031, 
no. 58. : 
Фіохоатеї I? 3655.4, cf. 2 (s. Пр.) ded. (L.) an Athenian. 


4) "Ахабіиєма IP 10617 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 'Axaófusa 12 8558 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. (L.); 
Deltion 21 (1966) Chronika p.107, no.3 (text needs correction, cf. Deltion 23 [1968] p.296, 
no.2; SEG 25.274) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; probably also in another sep. mon., II? 10616 
(s. ІЛІр.), where an upright stroke in between the final E and A is probably not a letter but a 
stray mark (L.). 

Always -Ófjueta in the Attic toponym, cf. 6.015, p.128 supra, for examples; cf. Jónusíng ПЕ 
12764 (ca. 167/6) sep. mon. 


5) “Аоиотобарға I? 1514.24 (post 344/3) inv. (probably Athenian); for ”Аоштобаиєа, cf. 
II? 1516.3—4 (post 344/3), II? 1515.16 (post 345/4) inventories. 
Еббарєа II? 10034 (s. Па.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 
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6) "AxUX£a (name of a ship) II? 1629.781 (325/4) inv.; for "Ayis(o, cf. II 1611.311 (357/6), 
II? 1617.148 (post 358/7), II? 1631.139, 166 (323/2) all naval inventories. 

7) Ефүғуға II? 10501 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; for Ебүбүеш, cf. I? 10117 (s. Па.), 
IP 11372 (s. Па.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; II? 6784 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. of an Athenian. 
Note Ефубупа Il? 11373 (date?) sep. mon. of а non-Athenian (= 9.031, no.63), Eiovyévna 
II? 10371 (s. Па.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian (= 9.031, no.31) (L.), Avoyévna II? 5660 (s. Ip.) 
sep. mon. of an Athenian (= 9.031, по. 45). 


8) ‘Hdéa II? 11570 (365—340), IP 11571 (ca. 350) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; BCH 82 
(1958) p.366, 88.4 (= SEG 17.87) (fin. s. IVa.) ded. (priv); I? 11572 (s. ШЛа.): HAEA; 
II? 10192 (aet. Augusti), II? 8197 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians. 

For ‘Héeia, cf. e.g. II? 6173 (ante 350) sep. mon. of an Athenian; IP 11573 (365—340), II? 9117 
(post fin. s. IVa.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; II? 4422 (s. IVa.) ded. (priv.), non- 
Athenian (?); II? 1534А.41 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), II? 1534В.201, 262, 265, 287 (247/6, cf. 
SEG 16.118) inventories (Athenians?); II? 7049 (s. Ша.), II? 6080, II? 6084 (both fin. s. Ша.), 
II? 5616 (ca. 200?) sep. monuments of Athenians; II? 8427 (s. Па.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; 
II? 5802 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. of an Athenian; etc. 


For ‘Hija, cf. 9.031, nos. 39 and 52. 


9) Өйдға Neon Athenaion 1 (1955) p.189, no.13 (= SEG 15.157) (s. Ia./s. Ір.), II? 11616, 
II? 11617 (both aet. Rom.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians. 

For 66A, cf. e.g. 112 3149.1 (fin. s. Па.) ded. (an Athenian); II? 8680 (s. Па.), II? 8679 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. monuments of non-Athenians; II? 2776.103 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] 
p.476) financial doc. (Athenian?); etc. дама, @adeva occur on vases, cf. 9.021, no.3, p.191 
supra. 

10) Пела II? 9970 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian. 


11) ХЗуміїдєа II? 9027 (s. Па.) sep. mon. of a non-Athenian; II? 5871 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. of ап 
Athenian. For Хоуўдта, cf. 9.031, no. 41, p.205 supra. 

Cf. Mfjóea on a rf. vase of the end of the fifth century B.C., ARV? р. 1313, Meidias painter 
по.5 (= CVA, England 8, plate 91.1 a—d), has 'Yyiza. But МЕдею, Gása, etc. аге also attested 
in these texts, cf. @dAeva examples p.191 supra; “Үүйва. ARV? p. 1316iiia (= HRF2 р. 187, 
no. 23); etc.; cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 130ff. 

There is по v in Attic names in -Аќа (cf. -Aews) like "AgvovoAéa IP 5783 (340—317); cf. also 
Peek, AG 2, p.17, no.33 (date?) sep. monuments; Коиолќа 12 7400 (post 350) sep. mon.; 
Nixodéa I? 1514.22 (post 344/3), IP 1515.14 (post 345/4) inventories; Maovéa II? 5831 
(са. 350) sep. mon., П2 1517.80 (353/2—341/0) inv.; etc. Cf. 'Avayouéa on a bf. vase fr., 
IIevQsouéa on vases, cf. Kretschmer, loc. cit. : 


g) лде(ю, лАє(б)омос, xAe(i)ov, etc. Before w and ov the iota is never omitted: 


ло, e.g. 1276.7 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; II? 2498.21 (321/0) loc.; 
Hesperia 9 (1940) p.66, no.9, line 108 (= ІР 463.108 + new fr.) (307/6) decree; IP 701.4 
(post 272) decree; II? 1323.8, 13 (197/6) decree (thiasotai); II? 1325.20 (185/4) decree (dio- 
nysiastai); II? 1328.5 (183/2) decree (orgeones); II? 1327.5 (178/7) decree (orgeones). 

nÀs(ov: II? 2498.22 (321/0) loc.; II? 1078.15; II? 1079.10 (ca. 220 p.) decrees. 

waetovc: 11?657.25—26 (283/2) decree; 1121165.5 (300—250) decree (tribe); II2891.8 
(188/7), II? 844.6 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p. 239) (L.) decrees. 
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Either -e- or -&- may occur in xÀe(()ova and all the oblique cases; the spellings 
without iota are found in the fifth and fourth centuries. The spellings with iota occur 
first in a fourth-century horos which mentions the uncle of the orator Demosthenes 
(cf. ІІ? 2670 infra), but are usually later than 300 B. C. 


mitova: 12 94.33 (418/7) decree. 

л\ёоуос: П2 1631.359 (323/2) inv.; cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.244, no.16, line £4 (p.253) 
(= part of II? 1582) (probably 342/1) inv.: лАЕом(ос. 

лӛебуоуу: II? 463.48 (307/6) decree. 

nA£oo(v): ІР 1183.17 (post 340) decree (deme); cf. 12 40.3—4 (са. 446/5) decree: [x]|[A£]oo 
(stoich.). 

mhetova: 12 968.54 (143/2), II? 1023.4 (fin. s. Па.) decrees; cf. JEIONA (= ліє(ома?) in 
Hesperia 21 (1952) pp. 381ff., Fragment B (p.384), line 7 (= II? 1092 A.11) (са. 165 p.) decree. 

лАгіоуос: II? 2670.4 (mentions the uncle of Demosthenes) horos (mortgage); II? 1125.2 (aet. 
Rom.) imp. doc.; cf. also лАйоуо(с), II? 732.13 (cf. add. to IG П2) (229 aut paulo post, cf. 9.031, 
no. 1, p.203 supra) (L.); IP 1165.22—23 (300—250) decree (tribe) (L.). 

mÀe(o[vec: ІІ? 888.8 (194/3?) decree. 

лӛгібушу: Hesperia 11 (1942) p.293, по. 58, line 18 (152/1) (cf. Hesperia 29 [1960] p.417) 
decree (genos); II? 1332.9, 11, 13 (post 125/4) decree "(technitai?); II? 1006.35, 81 (122/1) 
decree; II? 1099.38 (121 p.) imp. letter. 

nÀt(oow: II? 1028.88 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree. 


The neuter singular xAéov is always without iota until the later second century B. C.; 
л)боу is still found in Roman times. 


лАёоу: IP? 1176.28 (са. 350, cf. SEG 21.516) decree (deme); II? 463.55 (307/6) decree; 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p.282, no.55, line17 (= Sokolowski, Supplément p.54, no.20; SEG 
21.530) (init. s. Ша.) decree (orgeones); II? 743.12 (init. s. Ша.) decree; II? 1293.8 (ca. 250) 
decree (asklepiastai); I? 884.19 (ca. 200) decree; II? 1100.60 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict; II? 2775.10 
(s. Шр.) testament; cf. xÀ£ov in metrical texts, II? 13134.5 (s. VII p.), II? 11120.8 (s. Шр.) sep. 
monuments; II? 4841.1 (fin. s. IV p.) ded. (priv.). Perhaps ий x[A]éov[- - is the neuter singular in 
the inv., II? 1678.а А 58 (са. 350, cf. SEG 13.49). 

лАєїоу: II? 1227.16 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs) (L.); ІР 1013.65 (fin. s. Па.) decree; 
II? 1099.24 (121p.) imp. letter. 


The Attic forms were probably лгі», xAe(ovc, but xAéovoc, etc., and. л\ёоу; nher- 
then spread to the other forms, reaching the neuter zxÀéov last and never becoming 
completely established there. For the spread of ле», cf. zx]evovóoxuc in Hesperia 30 
(1961) p.227, no.26, line 9 (227/6, cf. SEG 21.532; 21.399) decree (thiasotai?), 
probably not a case of ЕІ for е/. У (cf. 7.03, no.2, p.153 and p.150 supra); for 
mÀeovóxac, cf. e.g. 11 682.25 (post 256/5), ІІ? 1028.22, 86 (101/100, cf. SEG 
24.188), Hesperia 17 (1948) p.29, no. 13, line 2 (74/3—63/2, not 64/3, cf. Agora 15, 
p.214, no. 265) decrees; etc. 

Lit.: MS? pp. 151—152, notes 1306, 1309—1310, 13104. 


h) (Ae()&otoc. The spelling without iota occurs once, in ап agonistic ded. of 
359/8, cf. Deltion 25 (1970) p.146, no.5, line 4. Aeióovoc occurs іп a decree of 
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421/0 and in another of 362/1, ФАєиђоюс in a fourth-century sep. mon. (for these 
examples cf. 6.0421 b, p. 135 supra). 


1) e(t)n. The spelling & may occur twice, although neither example is certain. The 
ën (scanned as two longs) in the sep. mon., II? 10780 (init. з. IVa.), is known only 
from an early copy; єбхдєвү is also recorded in it (cf. f) supra, по. 1; 10.04a, p.211 
supra) ЕН may be for ev іп line4 of the defixio, IG Ш.3, по.110 (400-375) 
(pointed out to me by D. Jordan) (not Attic?). 


16.0211 -eu-~-eu-. Occurrences are rare. Four examples of xteléwog in two 
fifth-century inventories are matched by two occurrences in the big inv. of the epistatai 
at Eleusis of 329/8: 

1) I? 313.27, 133 (408/7) inv.; 

2) I? 388.7, 11 (s. Va.) inv. (fr.); 

3) ІР 1672.307, 308 (329/8) inv. (L.). 

Elsewhere in this last text occurs: лтеХейуос ib. 151, 152, 154, 156, 168 (L.); борёйо. and 
vpeta once each in ib. 307 (L.); ueA£vwog іп ib. 307, 308, 309 (L.); ueX(wa in ib. 155 (L.) is 
probably not due to omission of є in peAetivos,-as it is the expected spelling. weAelivos is from 
vowel assimilation or due to influence of xveAéwog (cf. 7.0111 d, p. 139 supra). 


Lit.: MS? p.44, note 294; Lademann p. 118. 


17.00 The diphthong oi 


The diphthong or was monophthongized to [y], but this was a late development in 
Attica, and there are no examples of confusion of v and ot until the Roman Period: 
the earliest may well be as late as the later second century after Christ (cf. 17.04 
infra). The diphthongs ov and wu are only rarely confused (contrast et and ту): the 
handful of examples are chiefly of the later fourth century В.С. (cf. 17.03 infra). In 
pre-vocalic position ot is frequently written O before e-vowels in the fourth century 
and earlier Hellenistic Period, an indication of development of intervocalic iota to a 
glide vowel (cf. 17.02 infra). 

Good evidence for ће diphthongal character of or may be seen іп Коокоос (= Кооїоос), 
dipinto on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.238, Myson no.1 (= CVA, France 9, plate 35) (cf. Аєбоа, 
p. 268 supra). 


17.01 о--о/- С 


а) In Тоо(5)С үу, Тоо(4)йуіос the earlier form was without the iota, which devel- 
oped because of the following sibilant (in the obstruent cluster [zd]), cf. Schwyzer, 
GG 1, p.276. Thus in texts from Troezen, Тообау- in earlier times, cf. IG IV.1, 
no.748 (369/8); no.755 (s. Ша.); no.752 (init. s. Па.); Тоо«Суу- later, cf. IG IV.1, 
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no. 796, no.798 (both aet. Rom.). When the word first appears іп Attic texts of the 
fourth century B.C., both ТроСуу- and Трокүу- are found; the orthography without 
iota is considerably more frequent. 

Тообту-: II? 46.h5, k23, 127 (ca. 375, cf. Hesperia 26 [1957] pp.227—228) decree; II? 
1569.63 (са. 330—320) inv.; II? 1673.57, 58 (333/2?, cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv. (L.); ПР 2796 
(s. IVa.?) ded.; ІР 1273.3 (289/82) decree (thiasotai) (L.); II? 971.2, etc. (140/39) decree (L.); 
IG Ш.3, no. 55.46-7 (325/4? cf. Wilhelm, /ОА17 [1904] pp. 107 f£.) defixio. 

Тоо ту-: Meiggs-Lewis p.48, no.23, line8 (= Hesperia 31 [1962] p.311) (inscribed 
s. Ша.?) Themistocles decree; II? 10463 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (L.); II? 10462 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. 


b) A few additional instances of OI for о/ С can be assembled, apparently 
graphic mistakes: 

1) 'Agvotoi( xn 12 9119 (са. 400) sep. mon.; 

2) сорфрддсцобигуосс II? 1225.6 (са. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); the use of -иЕУО, for 
the nom. singular is a graphic mistake caused by the correctly used dative aqixvouptvois 
which precedes, cf. F. Maier in GM 1, p. 112, по. 24; 

3) ”АлодХфуос II? 7890 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. (L.); 

4) OPOIZ for боос Platon 7 (1955) p. 262 (= SEG 15.132) (aet. Rom.) horos. 


Doubtful: 
5) 'Aqoífov II? 9864 (date?) sep. mon., known only from Fourmont’s copy; 
6) АРГНОҮ ПЕРІКОІРУХЮЄ (= Токхоофоіюс?) І? 7545 (date?) sep. mon., seen only by 

Fourmont. 

The greatly improved text made by D. Jordan for the defixio, Agora inv. no. IL 493, eliminates 
the reading recorded as соус бойсас by G.W. Elderkin in Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3, 
line 22, and replaces it with a text without orthographical peculiarities at this point. 

Very rare cases of O for ot are due to careless omission, e.g. ONAIOZ (= Olvaioc) II? 2822 
(349/8) ded.; МОРА (= цоїда) II? 12872 (са. 400) sep. топ.; GEOX (= Өеоіс) II? 10264a 
(іп (ехе) -(аег. Rom.) sep. топ.; ZXONIA (= оуоміа) II? 1624.117 (336—330) inv.; ПЕРІ- 
ПОКІЛОМ (= леріло(мдоу) ІІ 1517.131 (353/2-341/0) inv., now- in ір. 155 (сі. 
Kirchner’s apparatus criticus to these lines); etc. 


17.02 оь-о/--У 


17.021 O for ov. У 


In certain cases intervocalic iota has been deleted after o before т or a before the 
earliest texts, cf. yA6n, отоб infra. Where ot survives before vowels, the iota is 
frequently deleted, much as in the case of ох and et/__V. The deletion of iota occurs 
chiefly before e- and i-vowels (Є, єї, 1, and 1), and the number of cases in which it 
appears is thus limited. Numerous adjectives in -orog remain unaffected because of the 
incidence of ot/__o-vowel in many places: ópóoc, Suda, etc. do not occur. Nouns in 
-ota also normally remain unaffected, probably because of the inviolate character of 
this morpheme (-оша), but in any case, the omission of the v of or where it survives 
before а is quite rare, cf. тө(ттоау infra. The most commonly attested cases of omitted 


The diphthong ot 325 


iota are in forms of now where ov precedes £v or y and the related nouns xo(()moic, 
zo(uUntfjs, etc.; Леохоуо(4)Е96; and “Ойдеу for Olrjüev. In these cases too the avoid- 
ance of O for oV... o, ov, w can be seen: despite the frequency of xoeiv, etc., there is 
but a single example of + omitted before an o-vowel (лобу, cf. p.329 infra); iota 
is never dropped in the deme Olov, unlike O(t)n; Леохбуоюу (attested twice) is the 
name of the deme from which Aevxovoets is derived. 

The explanation for the omission of the iota is the same as that for its omission in 
Qv. and et in pre-vocalic position: the iota tended to develop to a glide [j] with sub- 
sequent deletion. Thus [ро!-е'п] tended toward [poten] ~ [poJe:n] and even [po-e'n]. 
ou was certainly not monophthongized to [y] this early, for if that had occurred there 
would be no reason why occasional examples of confusion of OI and Y should not 
occur before vowels. 

Елдесе, Emde, etc. appear on bf. vases of the sixth century B.C. and on a few con- 
temporary stone monuments; Aevxovoets and 'Ofjüev appear first in the fifth 
century. лоєїу, ёлбтоє, etc., Леухоуоедс become much more frequent іп the course 
of the fourth century. Subsequently there is a divergence between Aevxovo(t)evs, 
Оді)йдеу on the one side and ло(1)еіу оп the other. Deletion of iota in the two 
demotics was permanent, and Aceuxovoveüc and Olijüev are rare after 300 B.C. (cf. 
17.0212—17.0213 infra). But in лоєїу the diphthong ov was retained, probably 
because of the retention of it before o-vowels in norð, лоюбдеуос, etc., and after 
300 B.C. the spellings лоєїу, etc. become increasingly rare, and cease by 200 B.C. 
except for a few exceptional cases (cf. 17.0211 infra). 

The traditional spellings and those without iota sometimes occur within the same 
text. The period of the greatest frequency of ловіу, etc. (350—300) is also the period 
in which most of the examples of OI for o/__V (nearly always тү or et) occur; they are 
probably due to graphic confusion in individuals who regularly pronounced оь as [o] 
before front vowels (cf. 17.022 infra). 

For detailed treatment of xoeiv, etc.; Aevxovoetc; "Ойбєм, cf. 17.0211— 17.0213 infra. For 
other cases of O for o1/__V, cf. a)— c) infra. 


a) EtPo(ija, ЕоВо(і)єбс: 


In texts earlier than 300 B.C. there is по certain example without -ог: I? 39.65, 77 
(446/5) decree: ЕОВобас, I? 63.92, 94 (= ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4) trib. doc.: ЕоВобол, 
II? 44.20 (378/7) decree: Eo[8]o(av; ІІ? 149.6 (ante 355) decree: Eofoicbow. The 
suggestion of G.L. Cawkwell, CQ n.s. 13 (1963) p.212, note 7, that ЕбВоєїс be 
restored in line 8 of II? 149 is quite uncertain. In later texts Еороедс: 1I? 1132.68 
(130/29) amphiktyonic decree (this section of the text in Attic): EvBoéwv; II? 4114.2 
(34 aut 33) ded. of the koinon of the Boeotians, Locrians, etc.: Е?Воёоу. Perhaps the 
ethnic developed to Ebfioeóc in the same way as Aevxovoetc (< Aevxovoiets), with 
deletion of ı of ot/__V. But there are too few attestations for certainty. Codd. of 
literary texts have EvPoevs alongside ЕбВома. It is doubtful whether ЕБВоа ever 
occurred with any regularity. Cf. ЕОфогхдс іп the Themistocles decree, Meiggs- 
Lewis p.48, no. 23, line 42 (= Hesperia 31 [1962] p.311) (inscribed s. Ша.?). 
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b) тойтто(4)0: 


There is one example of тойттоо, 12 5.5 (init. s. Va., cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.6, 
no. 4) decree. Two examples of tefttova: I? 76.37 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) 
decree; I? 844/845 B.6 (— Sokolowski, Lois? p.32, no.16) (fin. s. Va. aut init. s. IVa.) 
lex sacra. 


c) xolim: 

The normal Attic spelling for this epithet of Demeter (once of Themis and once a 
fem. anthroponym, cf. infra) is XAón. An exception probably occurs in an inventory 
dated after 319/8, II? 1472.39 (= ІСІ, no.722), where the reading |тоос тї[с] 
XXow[ can certainly be read on the stone, despite Kirchner’s erroneous text in IG II? 
(L.); the restoration Afjm]vooc тїї[с] ХХойц(с| is probably correct. There is another 
case of хХойу in line 4 of 112 5006, an oracular text of Hadrian's reign, where the 
metre requires two long syllables; it is a poetical variant and for Attic a false archaism. 
The occurrence of yAoin in the inv. may be due to influence of Ionic or it might be a 
case of OI for o/. V as іп fowéo (cf. 17.022, p.333 infra). Elsewhere only 
yon: cf. 12 1356.16 (paulo post 403/2), 12 1358.49 (375—350) both sacred calen- 
dars; II? 5129 (aet. Rom.), II? 5098 (aet. Rom.) (— epithet of Themis) both theatre- 
seats; II? 5400.1 (s. Ip.) (= fem. anthroponym of an Athenian) sep. mon.; II? 4750 
(в. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.). -ova is retained in the festival name tà yAota, cf. tots xXoíouc 
in the decree, II? 949.7 (165/4). 

Ею®лАбт| in IG Ш, no. 191b (= II? 3892) is a fanciful creation of Pittakes, cf. Koehler’s note 
in IG II, no. 1415: “titulum supplementis ab ipso [= Pittakes] excogitatis auctum". 

The spelling ото is not attested. For отой, cf. 12 115.7—8 (409/8) decree; 12 313.108 (408/7) 
inv.; I? 372.157, 181 (409/8) іпу.; 12 373.7—8 (409/8) inv.: oxo|[&]c (non stoich.); II? 1641.29 
(ca. 350) inv.; II? 1674.5 (post 350) inv. (?) fr.; II? 1682.12, 18 (285/4) inv.; II? 689.28 (272/1) 
decree; II? 690.11 (са. 275—260) decree; П2 834.26 (paulo post 229/8) decree; II? 968.56 
(143/2) decree; Hesperia 17 (1948) p.29, no.13, line 8 (74/3—63/2, not 64/3, cf. Agora 15, 
p. 214, no. 265) decree; II? 1043.68 —69 (38/7) decree: от]оби (L.); etc. 

For фдОт, cf. 6.041, p. 132 supra. 

Ilóa is attested as the name of a woman from the Bithynian town of Kios in a sep. mon. of the 
fourth century B. C., Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 277, no. 130, line 6. 

Lit.: MS? pp. 56-58, notes 479—496; Lademann pp. 35—37, 118. 


17.0211 xo(uUsr-, xo(t)n-, etc. 


a) In texts of the Archaic Period both лоієїм, etc. and ловіу, etc. are found. On 
stone texts (dedications and sep. monuments) moteiv is somewhat more frequent than 
ловіу (metrical texts denoted Бу”). 


ловіу: Sep. monuments: 
1) P 1021* (2 IGAA p.143, no.56) (ca. 550—540?) (uncertain if metrical, cf. 10.04a, 
p.211 supra); 
2) 12972 (= IGAA p.120, no. 8) (ca. 540-5302). 
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Dedications: 


3) 12835 (ante ca. 520?) (boustrophedon); 

4) 12808 (ante 500—490?): ЕПОЕЅАЅ (= ёлбєсау?); 

5) P 820 (ante ca. 490?) ded.; doubtful if verse (cf. 10.042, p.211 supra); 
6) DAA p.310, no.291 (= I? 539 + P 581) (init. s. Va.?). 


XOLElv: Sep. monuments: 


7) IGAA p.139, no. 48 (= SEG 10.452 а)" (са. 5402), 
8) P2988 (= IGAA p.140, no. 49) (са. 540—525?); 
9) I? 1002 (= IGAA p. 131, no. 28) (ca. 510—500?) (L.); 
10) IGAA p. 122, no. 14 (= СУ! 1, p. 46, no. 161; SEG 21.199)* (са. 510-500); 
11) IGAA p. 130, no. 26* (са. 500); 
12) IGAA p.127, по.19 (= GVI1, p.25, по.72; 1 983, corrected)* (ca. 5252), ёлоѓќє also 
occurs in the signature, which may be metrical (cf. 10.04a, p.211 supra). 
Uncertain: éx]o[ie]ge IGAA р. 138, по.46 (= I? 1014; LSAG p.78, no. 29) (са. 5402). 


Dedications: 

13) 12 817* (са. 5502); 

14) 12766 (= 5ЕС 10.317) (са. 5202), 

15) 12765 (= DAA p. 163, по. 147) (са. 520-5102); 

16) 12492 (525 - 500, cf. SEG 24.60); 

17) 12487 (= DAA р.7, no. 3) (fin. s. Ма.); 

18) 12510 (= DAA p.8, no. 4)* (са. 525—500?): )бваєм (cf. 10.04а, р. 211 supra); 
19) 12 507 (= DAA p. 15, no. 10) (510 or later); 

20) 12486 (= DAA p.52, no. 51) (fin. s. VIa.): éxo](eoe[v; 
21) 12493 (= DAA p. 86, no. 81) (са. 500); 

22) 1? 504 (— DAA p. 250, no. 220) (са. 5002); 

23) 12505 (= DAA p.329, no, 307) (ca. 5002), 

24) DAA p.91, no.85 (= P 501a) (са. 500?) probably not metrical; 
25) I? 502 (= DAA p.95, no. 88) (са. 5002); 

26) 12515 (= DAA p.251, no. 221) (са. 5002); 

27) 12540 (= DAA p.33, по. 31; cf. FH по. 172)" (са. 5002), 
28) 12508 (= DAA p.408, no. 381) (init. s. Уа.?); 

29) DAA p.297, no.278 (= 1 513 + 12 704) (init. s. Va.?); 
30) 12 503 (= DAA p.272, no. 236) (init. s. V a.?) (L.); 

31) 12518 (= DAA p.287, no. 257) (init. s. Va.?); 

32) DAA p. 168, no. 150 (= 12 521 + 12722)“ (init. s. Уа.); 
33) 12523 (= DAA p.108, no. 106) (init. s. V a.?); 

34) 12526 (= DAA p. 101, no. 94) (490-4809); 

35) 1? 804.3 (init. s. Va.?); 

36) 1? 805 (init. s. Va.?). 


СЕ the graffito, I? 522 * (s. VIa.?). 
Note that noriv is not only more common in these texts of the Archaic Period, but 


it is used in both public dedications of a slightly later date: I? 400 Ia (paulo post 457); 
ІЗ 395 (post 432) (both non-metrical). 
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There is at least one case of xov- in the foregoing examples. Note “Еклойцоофх іп 
the slightly later dedication, 12 826 (= LSAG p.370, no.29) (475-4502). A case of 
Єлдє is uncertain. For these unmetrical spellings, cf. 10.04 a, pp. 211 ff. supra. 


In dipinti on bf. and rf. vases, éxo(rjaev, éxoíet are considerably more frequent than énónoev, 
ёлбе.. Thus only éxov- oh the large number of bf. vases signed by Nikosthenes (cf. HBF рр. 178— 
293; ABV p.216; Paralipomena p.109); among these there is one case of ёлойєсєу (ABV 
рр.216-217, по.4 [= CVA, France 5, plates 32.7, 11]), which, if not due to simple dittography, 
certainly indicates that v was not dropped. Other signatures on bf. vases in which xot- is uni- 
versal or almost universal are Ergotimos (ABV p.76, no.1 and pp.77—80); Nearchus (ABV 
рр.82-83, Paralipomena p.31); Amasis (ABV pp.152—157; HBF pp.28—40); Hermogenes 
(ABV pp.164—166; Paralipomena p.68); Taleides (ABV pp. 174—176; Paralipomena рр.72- 
74; HBF рр.338-344); Xenokles (HBF рр.410-432; Paralipomena рр.76-77), h(oxvXog 
Елбеову оп one vase (cf. ABV p. 172, III Cambridge 60); but ёлог- in four other signatures (cf. 
ABV pp.166—167). The first signature in which the iota is left out fairly frequently is Exekias’: 
énósoéue ABV p. 143, no. 1; ёлбєоё ABV р. 146, по. 21; both блоєс and ёлому on ABV p.147, 
no.3 (Munich 2125) (cf. Paralipomena p.61; HBF p.96, no.4); but the traditional spelling with 
iota is more frequent: éxo(eoe(v), cf. ABV p.144, no.7 (twice); p. 145, по. 13 (twice); р. 146, 
no. 20; p. 146, no.2 (Louvre F54) (twice); p. 147, nos.4, 5; cf. Paralipomena p.61, vase on the 
Basle market. The early case of omitted iota on a vase of Sophilos on which Beazley read 
u£xócotv, cf. ABV р. 42, no.36 (part of ABV p.40, no. 21, cf. Paralipomena р. 18), is somewhat 
doubtful; ціГуо)афоєу had been read previously, cf. CVA, Greece 1, plate 1.1. Cf. also Aloyives 
ёлбєсєу ABV p.351, Athens Acr. 2692fr. (= HBF p.26, no. 1); Ocótotoc иёлбеоє ABV p.349, 
Louvre F69; etc. 

On rf. vases Елоі- is also normal. Thus to the many examples of hiégov ёло(еову, etc. (cf. 
HRF 2, p.39; ARV? pp.458—482, p.817, p.832; Paralipomena pp.378—379, no.46bis) only 
a few cases of Елбеое(у) can be compared, cf. ARV? p.469, Makron по. 148; p. 472, Makron 
no.209; ARV? p.482, no.39 (graffito). éxot- is universal in signatures of Brygos (cf. HRF 1 
pp. 106—122); Pamphaios (НКЕ 2, pp. 277—307); etc. Note EIIOIESENEIIOESE оп a vase of 
Kachrylion, cf. ARV? p.108, no.27 (= HRF 1 p.152, no.6). Of the eight signatures of Ando- 
kides (both bf. and rf., cf. ARV? p. 1) in which the verb is preserved only two have iota, cf. 
£no(e ABV p.293, Psiax no.7 (= HBF р. 50, по. 1); ¿notece ABV p.253 (1); normally ёло-, cf. 
Елбе ARV? p.77, Epiktetos no. 90; ARV? p.1617, vase on the Geneva market; éndecev ARV? 
p.3, no.1 (= HRF 1 p.32, no. 1); ARV? р.3, no.2 (= HRF1 p. 40, по. 5); ARV? p.4, по. 13 
(= НЕЕ 1 p.38, no.4); ARV? p.7, Psiax no.2 (= НКЕ 1 p.35, no.2). Probably the marked 
preference of an individual to delete the v of oV. V may be seen here. 


b) In the period ca. 450—ca. 200 B.C. the iota of now is freely omitted in all types 
of texts before the vowels et and п; so also in the nouns xoínotc, лошугі)с. 


СЁ e.g. лоёоо, лоёодац I? 39.6, 41 (446/5), ёлоёсауто 1 52.3 (433/2), moet I? 82.9 (421/0), 
лоєї 1293.6 (425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19), лобу Sokolowski, Supplément p.20, no.6, 
line 13 (= SEG 10.64; 21.52) (413/22) decrees; ёлбєсєу 12369.9, 13 (post 426/5) inv. 
лоєїсва, 12 103.17 (412/1) decree; ёхлоёооут І? 373.66 (409/8) inv., alongside éxoexoleo[e 
ib. 150; xofjoa[t] II? 1.69 (403/2) decree, alongside лелоихаоу ib.11; лобу, Елойдауто 
II? 17.4, 8 (= Hesperia 26 [1957] p.51, no.8) (394/3) decree; énónotv IP 7296 (init. s. IVa.) 
sep. mon.; xofjooow, лелблүкеу H? 1176.13, 27 (ca. 360, cf. SEG 21.516) decree (deme); 
лођоора, лођоо Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., lines 24, 28 (= Siewert pp. 5—7) (paulo 
post 350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou А, pp.79—87) oath (ephebes), ёлоџоауто ib. 48; лойові 
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II? 1668.14 (347/6) inv., xoun- ib. 29, 35, еїс.; énónoav II? 1749.76 (341/0) pryt. cat., -локфоау- 
тос ib. 80 (L.); xoeiv Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 294, по.20, line 3 (335/4); noei II? 336.2 12 (334/3); 
лоєї II? 373.5 (322/1) decrees; блбтає II? 1470.16 (320) inv.; ловіу Hesperia 9 (1940) p.345, 
no.44, line 41 (319/8), лойоғі, лойдамтос 12 448.82, 83 (318/7), лойоас П2 463.73 (cf. 
Hesperia 9 [1940] p.66, no.9) (307/6), alongside локфоос ib. 66, all decrees; zoei II? 2499.32 
(306/5) loc.; ёлбтоє 2 492.17 (303/2); mendnxev Hesperia 17 (1948) p.114, no.68, line 9 
(303/2); лоўсеос̧ II? 654.43, 59 (285/4); nenónxev, лелойүсол П2 672.9, 22 (279/8); monoews 
II? 682.78, 86 (post 256/5) decrees; лот(тӯс̧) II? 2320.20 (entry for 341/0), Поттеі (name of a 
play) 12 2319.65 (entry for 289/8) both in cat. of didaskaliai (inscribed са. 250?) (for later 
entries, cf. infra); xofj[o]o[o]w II? 1297.13—14 (237/6) decree (thiasotai); tónow IP? 1324.31 
(ca. 200?) decree (orgeones); etc. 


The spellings without iota increase in frequency until the second half of the fourth 
century, when they are most common. They decrease in number after 300 B.C. At no 
period do they become as frequent as the traditional spelling with iota. Even in the 
period of the greatest frequency of the spellings without iota, certain quite extensive 
texts show a pronounced preference for the traditional spelling, cf. IP? 1672 (329/8) 
inv. of 311 wide lines (usually 76—81 letters), a text with very crude orthography 
(cf. Introduction, p.14), with xovoavt in lines 67, 144, 163, 165, 172, 186, 
énowodópgeta ib. 310, 311; II? 1678 (са. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv., has norost ib. 2, 
18, xexowpyévov ib. 10, movjoas ib. 16, no instance of лоғі- or лот; II? 1668, inv. 
of 347/6 cited supra, with moños once, xovfjoet several times. 

For statistics on the relative frequency of zoe, -n- and лові-, -їү, cf. Lademann pp. 35 —36; 
A.S. Henry, CQ 17 (1967) p.266; 5.-Т. Teodorsson, Phonemic System (p. УШ supra, note 8), 
p. 108. 


As can be seen from the illustrative examples above, spellings with and without 
iota may occur in the same text, even in decrees, cf. 12373; II? 1; Robert, Etudes 
(1938) pp. 296ff.; II? 463; II? 1668; etc. 

The avoidance of O for ot before o-vowels is virtually complete: so always zotov-, 
їерологдс, etc. The only case of omission of iota before an o-vowel occurs in a decree 
of a deme dated to the second half of the fourth century, cf. лофу in Deltion 19 
(1964) p.31, no.1, line 9 (-- SEG 22.116) (ca. 330). In Aristophanes and Menander 
the prosodic treatment of zor- before w and ov sometimes demands a short syllable. 


c) After ca. 200 B.C. it is unusual to find cases of the verb now without iota in 
public texts. Exceptional are: лЈелбтута[:] II? 841.3 (ши. s. Па.?) (L.), Ел|ойсото 
II? 931.2 (init. s. Па.?) (the omicron is so faint that it is not entirely certain, read: 
ёл|ойоото, L.) decrees; éxoíjoaro II? 1011.35, 37, 40 (106/5) decree, Елофоауто 
'ib. 21, but énovijcavto ib. 16, noinow ib. 30, 52, novnodpevos ib. 35, л[є] лоста: 
ib. 49—50, noijoaotar ib. 50, etc. (L.); лойоєсвіа» II? 1055.8 (са. 100?) decree fr., 
лойошутаї ib. 12, л)ойооута ib. 16. Known only from Fourmont’s copy is лофоас 
on an Augustan ded., II? 3177.3, not verse. 

On dedications the signature éxórjoev occurs after 200 B.C., cf. 112 3864.5 (init. 
s. Па.), II? 3875 (s. IIa.?), II? 4283 (init. s. Па.), 12 4284 (са. 150), II? 4291 (са. 150), 
II? 4299 (fin. s. Па.) son of the man in 112 4291, II? 4340 (s. ПЛа.?); etc. It is likely 
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that the spelling without iota is on the wane after 200 B.C. even in this kind of text, 
however, for most of the signatures of Eucheir and his son Euboulides, active in the 
second century B.C., have the iota, e.g. II? 4292 —II? 4298; II? 4300, II? 4301; iota 
omitted in 112 4291, II? 4299. Omission in signatures occurs very rarely later: éxónogv 
II? 4306 (fin. s. Ia.) ded. (ргіу.); блоку II2 2953.6 (aet. Augusti) ded. (L.). Cf. the sep. 
mon., II? 12418.2 (са. 150p.), with énénoev; the text is metrical, and the necessary 
scansion Énóngev shows that the dropping of iota continued to be used as a poetical 
device. ct. x1íOtnv Énómoav i in a cat., AM 67 (1942) p. 31, no.30 (aet. Rom.) (has 
also ТЕА алс). But лєлойүха, ix[£]A«v must be scanned лелойю Тозу in the ded., 

II? 4008.9 (s. Шр.) (cf. 10.04b, p.213 supra). 

The tendency to omit iota continued slightly longer outside the verb, cf. Поцтві 
(name of a play) in 112 2323.212 (this play produced іп 168/7), лот(тїїс) in ib. 165 
(entry for 182/1), 176 (entry for the next year?), 208 (entry for 168/7) all in a cat. of 
didaskaliai (for the earlier II? 2320, cf. b) supra). But momthg іп the contemporary 
decree of а synodos of technitai (лебі tov Avóvvoov), cf. II? 1330.7, 30, 67 (post 
163). 

Lit.: MS? р. 57, notes 483—484; Lademann pp. 35—37. 


17.0212 Леохоуо()е0с 


AE£UXOVOEÜG occurs as early as Aeuxovoveóc, but is unusual in the fifth century: 

ЛеохоуоеОс: 12 202.36 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2) tribute list. 

АЛеухоуоедс: 12 203.2 (= АТІ 2, по. 13) (442/1) tribute list; I? 368.3-4 (426/5) іпу.; P? 
255.327 (405/4) inv.; cf. AJevxovoío, gen. sing. of the deme name Aevxóvoiov, DAA p.116, 
no. 112 (= Deltion 11 [1927-1928] p. 132, no. 7) (s. Va?) ded.; ће deme name is also attested 
іп a sep. mon. dated to about 350 B.C., cf. бу Aevxovoto, II? 6737а (in add. nova). But in 
II? 1582.134 (= AM 35 [1910] pp.274ff.) read Acevxótiov, not Aevxóvo«ov, cf. Hesperia 19 
(1950) p. 309; in Il? 2362.34 (= IG П, no. 991) read Aevxovos[ic], not Aevxovóe. 


Аеухоуокедс continues in the fourth century, but is clearly being replaced by Aev- 
хоуовдс in the later part of the century; Aevxovotetc is rare after 300 В. C.: 
Аечхоуоцедс) П2 1615.65 (post 358/7) inv.; Леохоуомдс 112 2670.3 (mentions uncle of the 
orator Demosthenes) horos (mortgage); Леохоуоһе|0с (stoich.) Hesperia 32 (1963) p.31, no.2, 
line 11, cf. ib. 12 (ante 356) ded.; Лерхоуои II? 1742.32 (370/69?) pryt. cat.; Aevxovoieds 
II? 6743, Acevxovoi£og IP 6740, ЛеюкоуоцЕОс), also Acvxovoío (deme name, cf. supra) ІІ? 
6737 а (in add. nova) (all ca. 350), Aevxovorðç II? 6748.4, 6 (са. 350) sep. monuments; Aev- 
xovovis Hesperia 30 (1961) pp. 30ff., line 227 (336/5) cat.; Aevxovotets II? 6746 (fin. s. IVa.), 
II? 6750 (s. IVa.), Aevxovoréas II? 6751 (s. IVa.) sep. monuments; Авохоуокедс IP? 4414.3 
(fin. s. IVa.) ded. (priv); Aevxovotets IM? 1682.22 (285/4) inv.; Atvxovo[u]eig II? 2382.8 
(= Agora 15, p.86, по.74) (ca. 280) pryt. cat.; Aevxovowús II? 1299.82 (paulo post 236/5) 
decree (troops and Eleusinians), alongside Aevxovoéa ib. 24, 34; Леохоуоос II? 6739 (s. Ша.) 
sep. топ. (L.); [Ae]ux[o]votets II? 2332.333 (183/2) cat, (L.). 


АЕОХОУОЕОС is clearly normal Бу 300 B.C.: 


Aevxovoets II? 110.5 (363/2) decree (L.); Ағохоуоефс II? 1894 (= Kroll p.201, no. 102) (400— 
350) dikast's pinakion; Aevxovoevs II? 1613.214 (353/2) inv.; Aevxovoeic II? 1926.54 (325/4) 
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cat.; Aevxovoéa II? 1553.22 (са. 330—320) inv.; Леохо|УоЕОс II? 477.9 (305/4) decree; Авч- 
хоуоефс II? 1492.127 (post 311/0) inv.; Лємкомоєбс (bis) Deltion 20 (1965) Chronika р. 121 
(= BCH 92 [1968] p.756) (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; Aevxovoetc II? 4674.3 (init. s. Ша.) ded. (priv.); 
Atvxovocüc Hesperia 7 (1938) p.110, no.20, line 7 (= 12 700.7) (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) 
decree; Aevxovoéa IP 1299.24, 34 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), alongside 
Аеохоуокедс ib.82; Авохоуовіс Agora 15 p.120, no.129, line 82 (= 112848.b9) (222/1) 
decree; Aevxovoe[ic] II? 2362.34 (ca. 300) cat. (of deme names and demotics); Aevx[ov]oeoc 
T? 901.5 (ca. 185/4) decree; Atvxovoeóg Hesperia 26 (1957) p.33, no.6, line 47 (173/2) 
decree; А|Еокоуоёшс II? 957.38 (157/6) decree; Aevxovoets II? 1938.34 (152/1), II? 1939.7 
(130—120) catalogs; Aevxovoets II? 1227.3 (131/0), Aevxovoets, Леохоуоёа II? 1228.20, at 
end (116/5) decrees (Salaminian cleruchs); Aevxovoets II? 1009, col.2.66 (116/5) decree; 
Asvxovoevs 12 2336.117, 149 (102/1--97/6) cat.; Леухоуоедс II? 1028.134 (101/100, cf. 
SEG 24.188) decree; Aevxo]voéa Hesperia 23 (1954) p.240, по.11, line 4 (s. Па.) decree; 
АЛеохоуовіс II? 2461.131 (50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat. (L.); etc. Aevxovoe- also іп post-300 sep. 
monuments, e.g. II? 6729 (са. 300); II? 5434, II? 6719, IP? 6722, 1I? 6723, II? 6735 (all s. Ша.); 
II? 9975, II? 6734 (both са. 150); II? 6726 (s. Па.); II? 6720, II? 6741 (s. ПЛа.); П2 6728 (init. 
s. Та.); etc. 

Аевохоуовдфс is the only spelling found in Roman times, cf. e.g. II? 1963.45 (13/2), II? 2026. 
14-15 (116/7p.), II? 2052.53 (145/6p.) (L.), 12 2073.11 (са. 150р.), II? 2097.70 (169/70 p.) 
eph. catalogs; П2 6752, 1I26745, 1126737 (s. Ip.), 1126725, 112 6733 (са. 150р.), IP 6724 
(s. Пр.), 26731 (s. I/HIp.) sep. monuments; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.246, no.97b, lines 1-2 
(ca. 180 p.) pryt. cat.: A£vxo]|vo£oc; etc. 


Lit.: MS? p. 57, note 482; Lademann p. 35. 


17.0213 O(i)ijüev 


The fifth-century spellings in Attic script are OEGEN and hOE@EN with a 
difficult [h]; each is attested once (cf. 42.0114, p.502 infra). In 12 109.2 read 
Ot[v&tài rather than Ot[&0ev (cf. ATL 2, no. D 9) (L.). 

The normal spelling in the Ionic script is ОНӨЕМ (probably = “Ойдеу), for which 
OIHOEN is a frequent variant in the fourth century. The catalogs of manumitted 
slaves dated са. 330—320 B.C. have both spellings, cf- Oifjü(ev) Hesperia 28 (1959) 
рр.208#., line B110, but "Ойбєу (now: "On[0ev]) ib. B5 (= IP 1556.30), "Оо 
ib. A485 (= 112 1557.43). Other examples of Оіўдєу: cf. ID 1745.35 (360/59) pryt. 
cat.; 126964 (ante 350), П2 6954 (са. 350) sep. monuments; 112 204.80 (352/1) 
decree; II? 1623.330 (333/2), II? 1622.479 (ca. 342/1) inventories; II? 6945a (in add. 
nova).3, 6 (ca. 350), II? 6956 а(іп add. nova) (ca. 350), II2 6958 (ca. 340) sep. monu- 
ments; Hesperia 19 (1950) p.260, no. 19, line 21 (339/8?) inv.; II? 3207.7, 16 (307/6) 
ded.; Polemon 6 (1956-57) Symmeikta p.43, по.14 (= SEG 17.103) (350—300) 
sep. mon. 

The spelling with iota continues until the end of the first century B.C., but is quite 
rare after 300 B.C., cf. CHA p.22, line26 (= Hesperia 17 [1948] p.11) (246/5) 
decree; Hesperia 45 (1976) рр.296Н., lines 86, 85 (204/3) decree, but "Ойбеу ib. 
55-56, 66; Praktika 1958 p.29, no.6, line 18 (= SEG 22.130) (init. s. IIa.) decree 
(paroikoi at Rhamnus); II? 2982.5 (127/6) ded.; II? 1051.с20 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] 
p. 66, no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.). 
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“Ойдеу is well attested in the fourth century and normal thereafter, cf. e.g. II? 
6950, 12 6961, 112 6962 (init. s. IVa.) sep. monuments; II? 1400.4 (390/89) inv.; 
IP? 3037.2 (post 375/4) ded.; II? 112.4—5 (362/1), 12 114.3 (362/1), decrees; II? 6953 
(ante 350), II? 6967 (ca. 350) sep. monuments; Hesperia 19 (1950) p.210, no. 5, line 87 
(ca. 350), Hesperia 19, p.226, no.13, line 164 (350—344) inventories; Hesperia, 
suppl. 8 (1949) p.273, line 21 (ca. 330) eph. cat.; Hesperia 15 (1946) р. 176, по.24 
(ca. 325) ded.; II? 3054.1 (post 323/2) ded.; Hesperia 13 (1944) p.234, no.6, line 4 
(320/19) decree; II? 6960 (s. ГУ/Ша.), 12 6965 (fin. s. IVa./init. s. Ша.) sep. monu- 
ments; Deltion 18 (1963) p.109, no.2, line 19 (= SEG 21.357) (286—261) decree 
(hipparchs); II? 683.3 (248/7) decree; Hesperia 23 (1954) p.287, no.182, line 48 
(271/0) decree; ІІ? 3853.2 (260/59) ded.; ІІ? 1958.72 (post 250) cat.; 12 781.6 
(250/49) decree; Hesperia 11 (1942) p.287, no.56, lines 34, 60 (= 12 791 + new 
fr.) (247/6) decree; Hesperia 2 (1933) p.158, no.6, line 8 (ca. 240) decree fr.; II? 832.9 
(229/8) decree; II? 1706.71 (fin. s. Ша.) cat.; Agora 15 p.132, no.147, lines 22 
(= II? 915.6), 37 (203/2) decree; Hesperia 30 (1961) p.259, no.63 (s. Ша.) decree 
fr.(?); 126952, 12 6955 (s. Ша.), 112 6946 (s. Ш/Па.), 112 6956 (init. s. Па.) sep. 
monuments; Hesperia 9 (1940) p.126, no.26, line 5 (135/4) decree; II? 1008, col. 
2.120 (118/7) decree; II? 1009, col.3.78 (116/5) decree; II? 2983.4, 11 (111/0) ded.; 
II? 1011, col.3.99 (106/5) decree; II? 1335.59, 62 (103/2) decree (sabaziastai); II? 
6963 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 1028.127, 130 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; IP 
1043.1, 69, 96 (38/7) decree (L.); II? 1070.3, 10, 13 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] 
p. 193, no. 119) (paulo ante 19 p.) decree; etc. 

In Roman times 'Orjüev is the normal spelling; a few cases of 'G2ij0ev are probably 
false archaisms due to confusion with "Фабеу (cf. 12.0111, p.227 supra). 

"Ойбеу: "Ойб(єу) ІІ? 2069.32 (ca. 150p.); 'Ofj9ev 122097.208 (169/70р.); “Ой(беу) IP 
2128.71 (190—200 p.); "Оїів(єм) II? 2210.6 (init. s. Шр.) etc., eph. catalogs; 'Oijo[e]v Hesperia 
11 (1942) p.40, no.9, line 2 (ca. 100p.) pryt. cat; "Ойбеу: 2 6948 (s. ІЛІр.), II2 6945 
(aet. Hadriani), II? 6947, II? 6957 (s. Пр.), II? 6951 (bis) (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. “Әбеу: 
(Oev) 112 2068.96 (155/6р.) (L.; "Әйбеу 112 2237.78 (230—235p.) (L.) eph. catalogs; 
"Ойбєу 1126959 (s. Пр.), 176966 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. "Ойа, (locative) occurs in 
II? 2776.35 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] р. 476) financial doc. 

The cases of Olfj6ev in the fourth century and Hellenistic Period are too numerous for it to be 
the same kind of OI for 0/__V seen in Вом06о, Bowjoojuóv, etc.: note that Bondgopuev is 
very well attested (cf. Indices to ІС II, p.86), and Bow- is very rare (cf. p.334 infra). Two 
explanations are possible for Оійбєу. Oln@- is the original form, although an accident of 
preservation has resulted in the earliest examples known being spelled (h)orj8ev. The change 
from Otij8ev to "Ойбеу would be the same as that seen in ЛЕРХОУОНЕОС > Aevxovoebc (cf. 
17.0212 supra). The other explanation would explain Оійбєу as due to influence on 'Orj6ev of 
the other deme Olov, with the demotic (іп pre-Roman texts) ЕЕ Otov. For the influence of 
one demotic on another cf. Ойабеу for "Oa8ev (cf. 17.022, p.334 infra; 15.0127], p.285 
supra); perhaps also “О4Өеу cited supra. In general the first explanation seems more likely; for 
the original Ойл, cf. Ойл, village attested on Chios in the fourth century; Ойатау = Koyntóv in 
Hesychius; Он йтас Sophocles fr. 134 апа Ойбтабос Oed. Col. 1061 (cf. Frisk in Lit. infra). 


Lit.: Lademann p.41; S. Dow, AJP 84 (1963) pp. 166—181; Frisk, GEW 2, p. 359 with literature. 
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17.0214 -ou-~-ot-. Examples аге infrequent. Compounds of -xoa have always 
-ou- (six examples); -touxóc is attested as early as the late fifth century (no. 11 infra), 
but the naval lists of the later fourth century have both -лоїхос and -xouxóc (опе 
text has both spellings, cf. nos. 10, 14). 


-лоца: 

1) бболочау II? 1673.28 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv.; 

2) іғоолоцас BSA 24 (1919-21) pp. 151ff., lines 8-9 (2 SEG 2.7) (ca. 330—325) decree 
(deme); 

3) єблоцас Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., line E90 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; 

4) єохомас П2 1817.9 (paulo ante 220/1 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); 

5) ейлоцас II? 1824.2 (post 216p.) pryt. cat.; there is a diaeresis over the second iota (cf. 
4.031, no.2, p. 96 supra) (L.); 

6) єйломСас II? 1121.10 (305/6 p.) imperial edict (cf. 9.024, no. 43, p.201 supra). 


-лоихос (тооолоихбс̧ unless otherwise indicated): 
7) xeuonouxóv H2? 244.18, 31, 40 (337/6) decree; 
8) П2 1627.391 (330/29) inv., cf. xouyoo[xo]xàv ib. 375; 
9) Il? 1628.534, 548 (326/5) inv.; 
10) 112 1631.249 (323/2) inv., has -лонх-, cf. по. 14 infra. 


-локхбс (тоттоолоїхос unless otherwise indicated): 
11) hafya]Apatosoind I? 374.182 —183 (408-406) inv. (L.); 
12) IP 1622.389 (ca. 342/1) inv.; 

13) IP 1629.1011 (325/4) inv.; 
14) IP 1631.504 (323/2) inv., has -лоих-, cf. no. 10 supra; 
15) I? 1632.14—15 (323/2) inv. 


The late Roman examples of -xoa cannot be separated from the survival of ov іп лоіќо, 
cf. 17.0211c, pp. 329—330 and p. 325 supra. 

Attested only in the first tribute list is the ethnic Awdiwv Obata, cf. 12 191.29 (= ATL 2, 
no. 1, col. 3.26) (454/3). 

In a verse text of the Roman Period іп epic diction occurs óyotiog (metre demands v-v -), 
cf. II? 13161a(in add.).3 (s. Шр.?) sep. mon.; the diaeresis is on the stone (cf. 4.031, no.2, 
p. 96 supra) (L.). 


Lit.: MS? p. 58, notes 486—489; Lademann р. 118. 


17.022 OI for o/— V 


The phenomenon is fairly rare. Most of the examples occur in the second half of 
the fourth century, the period of greatest frequency of ловіу, etc. These spellings 
have generally been explained as due to purely orthographic confusion, cf. Schwyzer's 
remark "keine lautliche Bedeutung" (Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften p.82, 
Anmerkung 2; cf. also Schulze, Lit. infra). To persons who deleted the of ot/__V in 
ломїу, логйоаи, etc., but wrote the traditional spellings xoueiv, etc., it was sometimes 
difficult to decide when to write OI, and thus Вошубєїу, etc. could occur. The use of 
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OI for о is generally before єї and п, the vowels before which the t of логєїу, etc. is 
frequently deleted. No. f is exceptional here. 


A phonetic explanation, development of the glide [j] between o and following y and et is too 
much at variance with the pronounced tendency to delete t in xoveiv, etc. 


A few late examples (cf. nos.2, 5) are comparable to the late instances of xoeiv, 
etc. 


Lit.: MS? p.58, notes 490—496; Lademann p.41; W. Schulze, Quaestiones epicae pp. 47—48. 


Examples: 
1) 8дооёас Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 236, no. 14, line 44 (са. 350—340) inv. 


2) Bowjboopuóv: II? 657.3 (283/2), has лоі-; Agora 15, p.120, no.129, line2 (= ІР 848) 
(222/1), but Во|(боошфэуос in ib. 36—37; II? 1006.3 (122/1) all decrees. 


3) БоГ нд ооутєс II? 237.23 (338/7) decree, but perhaps Во|( | 0 оаутєс?, Bonüfjoavr[sc in 
ib. 11. 


4) бүбойцс: ІР 347.2 (332/1), II2 501.6 (302/1) decrees. 

But there is no need to restore Фүбой]с in the decree, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.142, по.79, 
lines 34-35 (164/3), cf. Hesperia 26 (1957) рр. 75—77, lines 34-35. In 112 458.2 (307/6) 
decree, read not óy]8[oín]c, but &B]8[óum]c, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p. 178. 


5) ойуоуой I? 1480.5 (314/32) inv., has лому; Il? 1492.85 (post 311/0): [oi]vo[yo]tat, but 
olvoxón іп ib. 58, 60, has Елойтову, cf. e.g. ib. 24, 73; IP. 1695.5 (s. Ша.) inv. 

For olvoy6-, cf. (all inventories): 12 315.3 (fin. s. Va.); 2 316.44, a5 (fin. s. Va.); H2 1688.6 
(init. s. IVa.); П2 1412.32 (post 385/4); П2 1415.11 (post 385/4, поп post 378/7, cf. SEG 
21.548); II? 1445.12, 29 (375/4); H2 1425.358 (368/7); IP 1430.11, 14 (са. 367/6); IP 1428 
(in add.).69, 72 (367/6); 112 1638.58 (359/8); ІІ? 1640.20 (354/3); II? 1444.23, 24, 25 (ca. 
344/3); II? 1631.407-408 (323/2); IP. 1534 B.185 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118); etc. 


6) -хо(/)ёо: П2 1670.5 (cf. Lattermann, Bauinschriften p.47) (са. 330) inv.: yo^vfióoxotet, has 
ovyoatpas ib. 25, Matpaxtynoravos ib. 34, cf. 12.02 a, no. 1. 

For the usual spelling, cf. II? 1665.19 (ante 350): леоцшоХмфбохойсац; II? 1678.6 (са. 350, 
cf. SEG 13.49): цоховдохойоа(и); II? 1672.176 (329/8): һохофбохойоаута inventories. 


7) ОйӨеу is too frequent a variant for 'Ofjev to be the same kind of OI for o/. V seen in 
Рот0ео), etc. (cf. 17.0213, pp. 331ff. supra). 

Особеу, instead of ”Ообеу ог "Oa6ev, occurs on a sep. mon., Il? 7822.3. Kirchner had not 
seen the text, but dated it after 317/6, presumably because of the form of the monument 
(kioniskos); but there is no reason to place it later than ca. 300 B.C., and influence of ОіўӨєу 
on "Oa6ev remains the most reasonable explanation for Ota6ev. This is thus probably not a 
simple case of OI for o/_V such as in ВоџтӨќо, etc. An example of Ойобеу in Roman times on 
the sep. mon., II? 7832 (now lost), is quite doubtful (cf. AJP 84 [1963] p.171, p.173). Cf. 
15.0127 j, p. 285 supra. 

A case of yAoin in the inv., II? 1472.39 (post 319/8) (L.), perhaps belongs here; but influence 
of Ionic is also possible (cf. 17.021 c, p. 326 supra). 

dpotios is a poetical artificiality on the sep. mon., II? 13161a(in add.).3 (s. Шр.?) (cf. 
17.0214 supra). 
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17.03 Confusion of ot and o 


The behavior of these two diphthongs in the period ca. 400—100 B.C. differs 
radically from that of et and ту. Although the shortening of wi to ot was characteristic 
of nearby Eretrian as early as 400B.C. (cf. Buck, GD? p.36, no.39a), the ortho- 
graphical distinction between «x and ot is quite rigorously maintained in Attic texts. 
About ten examples of ot for wt can be collected, of wt for ov at best four. Virtually 
all the texts date from the second half of the fourth century B.C. 


Several examples of 01~t, all of about 350 B.C., are from Eleusis (nos.2, 3, 11, 
13), and one of these, a decree of the deme, contains four instances of ot for ox (no. 3). 
This concentration of ov for ам at Eleusis has been thought by some to be related to 
or~o in Boeotian texts (so apparently MS?, cf. p. 66, no. 11), but such an assumption 
seems risky in view of the scarcity of the evidence. The “nearness” of Eleusis to 
Boeotia is at any rate debatable. Three more instances of oi for ox (nos. 5, 6 of 350— 
300 B.C.) happen to be in two texts from the Piraeus, a fact without significance. 
The ou used for the dative of o-stems in. Boeotia is generally explained as an old 
locative and is not due to shortening of wi (cf. Buck, GD? p.88, по.106.2). In any 
event the confusion of ot and ox can іп no sense be said to be characteristic of the large 
body of fourth-century texts from Eleusis. One final Eleusinian example (no.8) 
“АХо(юу of ca. 200 B.C., comes from a period when Boeotian influence is out of the 
question, as Boeotian ot has now passed to v and is written Y (cf. Buck, GD? p.32, 
no. 30). The ou for wu characteristic of the texts from Oropos is quite another matter, 
as the dialect there shares other quite non-Attic features with Eretrian, such as rhota- 
cism of intervocalic s, cf. Buck, GD? p.143, по.187; DGE p.380, no.811, line 35 
(бтікооіюу). 

J. Schmidt (cf. Lit. infra) posited a shortening of Attic œ generally to explain the 
few examples of ot for «x, but thought the quality of the new short diphthong pro- 
duced remained open, and thus distinct from ot not derived from ox. In his view the 
orthography оі was preferred not because the diphthong was still long, but because 
it differed qualitatively from the other ov. The influence of the Koine, where ox 
became o, will have eliminated this local Attic peculiarity. Such an explanation seems 
unnecessarily complicated, for there is good evidence that the simple o and w began 
to approach each other in quality long before loss of quantity made them identical, 
and examples of 0 — о are found even іп the second half of the fourth century B.C. 
(cf. 12.011). Something similar is probably the reason for occasional confusion of ot 
and wt before ox ceased to be diphthongal. This explanation is particularly attractive 
for cases like бтоюбу, тосүоһбоіс with o in an adjacent syllable. 


The non-Eleusinian examples of ot for w come from such differing types of texts 
as a fragment of a state decree, a decree of thiasotai, a locatio from the Piraeus, a 
mortgage text, and a sepulchral monument. All but the first two exhibit other ortho- 
‘graphical crudities. Of œ for ov examples are exceedingly rare. Of the four, one in a 
decree тау be merely a graphic error (no. 14), another is from an inv. replete with 
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misspellings (no. 13), a third involves a very probable restoration in a mining inv., 
which is nonetheless not certain (no. 12). 

With the further development of wt to 0) (cf. 22.012, 22.02, 22.031) the confusion 
of ot and ox ceases entirely. The loss of quantity in the Roman Period permitted a 
very rare use of O for w~ (cf. 12.012, nos.24, 41). Likewise, since о and о аге 
identical, and both QI and Q are graphemes for original w, rare cases of OI for w 
occur (cf. 12.012, nos. 15, 59, 59a, pp. 230, 232 supra), but all the examples are doubt- 
ful. 20106 and ?овос are also frequent variants for ДомАос in Roman times; there 
it is uncertain if the Zo- spellings indicate a variant pronunciation with a diphthong, 
i.e. (201-105) rather than [zo-i-los] (cf. 12.012, no.2, p.229 supra). There is also a case 
of 7оМос dated ca. 300 B.C., cf. 12.011, no.5, p.225 and p.224 supra. Note that 
OI may also occur for QI in Roman texts making an archaizing use of the pre-403 
alphabet (cf. Introduction, p.9), e.g. “Абошаубі, 'OXvyunío: in II? 3380 (132p.) ded.; 
Том ['EJAevee[o(]o 'Avrovívo: іп II? 3396 (post 138 р.), ded. in Doric. 

For KQINOI (= xow6) in a text dated са. 460 B. C., cf. 2.022, no. 1, p. 44 supra. 

Lit.: MS? p. 66, note 585; Lademann р. 118; J. Schmidt, ZVS 37 (1904) pp. 37—39. 


Examples: 
ou for wu: 


1) Фідодішої 102 2654.9 (post 363/2) very crude mortgage horos, has ‘Inxotopéde for 
Чилотоцабе (cf. 22.0112, p. 355 infra); Awgo8éw (cf. 22.012, p.358 infra); 

2) "AoxAnmdr II? 4366 (ante 350) ded. from Eleusis (now lost); 

3) tõ Shor II? 1186.5 (са. 350) decree (deme of Eleusis), tõ Arovóow ib. 14, тосүоібоіс 
ib. 20-21; : 

4) хароїбіа I? 11387.5 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 

5) “Афібуоіоһ II? 2496.12 (post 350) loc. (Piraeus), бтоюбу ib. 27; 

6) Еу tõ iegã II? 1261.51—52 (300/299) decree (thiasotai from the Piraeus). This is my 
reading from the stone, although the hand is of the type discussed 12.011, Notes and 
Corrections a), and it may be that the mason simply forgot to add the feet necessary to 
make the omega (L.); 

7) тӛ Sfpor П? 530.7 (fin. s. IV a.) decree (fr.); 

8) “АХобюу II? 1304 b (in add.).14 (211/0, cf. SIG? no. 547) decree (garrison at Eleusis). 


Doubtful: 
9) xwpordois II? 3106.2 (s. ГУ a.) ded. (now lost); 
10) ёл! Хосе, ? 'Ayo]oóxo. И? 2690.3—4 (cf. Ziebarth in SB Berlin 1897, p.668, no.13) 
(s. IV a.?) horos of лойоцс Елі Хбаєі type, very fragmentary, place of finding unknown. 


wt for ov: 


11) би ove~pavwi II? 1187.12 (ca. 350) decree (deme of Eleusis) (L.); 

12) елі Хомуйам év twig [£b&qeow Hesperia 19 (1950) p.226, no. 13, line 87 (350—344) шу. 
The restoration is subject to a little doubt, but the text is stoichedon and comparison with 
other documents of this type gives it a very high degree of probability; 

13) olxooftwis 12 1672.160 (329/8) inv. (Eleusis); this text contains many orthographical 
irregularities (cf. Introduction, p. 14); 
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14) тбл бебі wivoyófn II? 839.20 (221/0) decree, alongside оімоубті іп ib. 47-48 and ib. 85 
(these make the assumption of a verb in line 20 impossible); for other examples of olvoyo(()n, 
cf. 17.022, no.5, p.334 supra. This is very likely a simple graphic error caused by the 
preceding Өєби, as suggested by MS? р. 66, note 585. 


Notes and Corrections: 

In 125552а(іп add. nova).6 (ca. 360) sep. mon., лиотби is dative singular, not nominative 
plural, cf. AM 66 (1941) p.55; the restoration x]ovoó: o[veqé&vox (i. e. yeva) for -|РҮХОГХ- 
in Hesperia 29 (1960) р.6, no.7, line 7 is extremely dubious; in ІР 487.11 (= ІС П, no.258) 
read: Ехдотол (0) а[ло]д.ӧобоа following SIG? no. 336, rather than Ёхботос, i.e. Éx&ot«otc. 

їлло in П2 2316.36 (= ІСІ, по.968), tõ іп 02 1013.10 (= ІСП, no.476) are almost 
certainly to be rejected, cf. 12.011, Notes and Corrections b), p. 226 supra. 

In II? 949.7 (165/4) decree, the reading is probably ‘AAdvotc, but the stone is too worn for 
certainty (L.). 


17.04 Confusion of ot and v 


The diphthong ot was one of the last to be monophthongized in Attic, passing to v 
(= [y]) in the later Roman Period. Confusion of Y and OI in Attic inscriptions is very 
rare, and most of the examples cited in MS? (in Lit. infra) are on Christian texts 
omitted by Kirchner from IG II? because of their late date. The remaining instances 
(nos.1—4 infra) include two public texts: regulations for the library of Pantainos 
which can scarcely be later than the end of the second century after Christ and an 
ephebic catalog dated to 238—244 A.D. 


Examples: 
1) 4узүйдетоһ SEG 21.500 (= Hesperia 5 (1936) pp.41—42, fig. 40) (s. ІЛІр.) regulations for 
the library of Pantainos; 
2) Поюуетфрифуа II? 2239.82 (238/9—243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
3) дуббє (= ауо ш) II? 13216.C4 (са. s. Пр.) sep. curses; crude orthography (cf. 15.013, 
no. 44, p. 297 supra) (L.); 
4) "Eovadyg II? 6093 (s. I/III p.) sep. mon. 
Probably later.than the limits of this book is тот for тоху, alongside хоцитүсђооу in the 
sep. mon., Deltion 20 (1965) Chronika p. 122 (2 BCH 92 [1968] p.762, p.759, fig. 10). 
Very doubtful: óxóA[v]xov II? 1950.15 (post 250p.? dated on basis of alleged Y for ou) сас; 
a ligature or compendium for OI, or O alone (I omitted as in 17.01b, p.324 supra) stood on 
the stone. 
In I? 13217 (= IG Ш, no. 1430) read xai бамті, not xai ['A]xóty (= dxoítp). 
Lit.: MS? pp.58—59, notes 500—503; Sturtevant pp.50—52. 


17.05 I for ou 


Although there is rare confusion of v and v, the evidence urges strongly that v has 
not passed from [y] to [i] by the time of the latest texts included in this work (cf. 14.01, 
pp.261ff. supra). The only possible case of confusion of OI and I in an Attic text 
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early enough to be included here is quite doubtful: in the sep. mon., II? 11492 (s. Шр.), 
Kirchner records єї хостійс éAevOso(ac: іхоубцос: in line 4; but the space between the 
final X of ЕХеубеоіос and (xovópog is quite worn, and it is hard to say if an O stood 
in it or it was left blank. Kirchner's reading of a dot (punctuation) is quite doubtful 
(L.). 

In II? 13197.10 (= IG Ш, по. 1420) read фиХбттов (correction of Kirchner), not qvA&tu. 
Lit.: cf. 17.04; 14.01. 


18.00 The diphthong v. 


18.01 vt —v/ М 


The iota of ut before vowels was deleted during the Classical Period. This сап be 
seen most clearly in 1406 > 06с, a change which takes place by the fourth century: 
hutóc is normal on archaic dedications, hvóg rare there, but by the fourth century 00с 
has become almost universal (cf. 18.011 infra). This same development may be seen 
in certain substantives in -vta and in perfect participles in -via: in these cases -00 is 
universal in the fourth century, but for the participles at least there is fifth-century 
evidence for -via. The first examples of “Әов(Өуо, 'IAe(0va on vases (sixth century) 
have no iota, but APEITYIA (i.e. ”Арейтака) is оп one of the earliest vases with 
dipinti, cf. ABV p.5, Nettos painter no.4 (= LSAG p.76, no.6b) (625—600). To the 
tóc virtually universal in the Hellenistic Period, there is little comparative evidence 
because the perfect participles in -v(i)a normally end in -єїа in this period (cf. Mor- 
phology) and the substantives are rare; Елде and "IDAe(8va are attested (cf. 18.012 
infra), and both фүзедс and йучієбс occur on third-century B.C. lead pinakia iden- 
tifying horses of the hippeis; yvto- occurs once in a verse text (nos. 23—24). In the 
Roman Period, vt was certainly restored in vióc, virtually the only spelling found by 
50 A.D. and in ElAe(8vta; probably also in the perfect participle, although evidence 
is scarce (cf. no.3 infra); both yut- and yv- are found in Roman times. 

There is explicit testimony in the grammatical literature that v for v. У was Attic: cf. 
Herodian 2 (= Gramm. gr. 3.2) p.281: ol 'ASnvaior ... тб тєтофоїа xai yeyoaqvia тєтофба 
xal үеүрафба Agyovatv and ib. line 30: vióc xal puós, таїта бе of "Аттіхоі буу tod v үоб- 


qovaw. 
The Өмішу of II? 425.1 (ca. 350—325, cf. SEG 24.93) decree, was a foreign person honored 
with proxenia. The Oúwv in the pryt. cat., II? 1745.7 (360/59), is Athenian. 


Lit.: MS? pp.59—61, notes 504—511; Lademann pp. 37—40. 
Examples (for v(i)óc, etc., cf. 18.011 infra; “Хе/Өуо, etc., 18.012): 
Pre-Roman texts: 
Perfect participles: -via: 


1) JAvOuiat AFD рр.80-83, lines 27, 40 (= 12296 + I? 309a; SEG 10.223) (432/1) inv. (cf. 
AED p.75, fig. 12; р.77, fig. 13); 
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2) goedeAvOuiag I? 324.22 (426/5 —423/2) inv., Jvíagc ib. 8, juOvíag ib. 13; 
3) yeyovulas Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.223ff, Їїлс65 (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges Bidez 
pp. 819 ff.) decree. . 


-ba: 
4) хахеауба II? 1424 a (in add.).394 (369/8) inv.; 
5) матеауба ІІ? 1425.400 (368/7) шу. 
6) éxxexev[x]vóv II? 1611.7—8 (357/6) inv.; 
7) ёрооуүба II? 1542.19 (ca. 350) inv.; 
8) dSteggwytas II? 1673.40 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.; 
9) хатесуба IP 1627.363 (330/29) inv.; 
10) ларедлеію II? 1631.396 (323/2) inv.; 
11) хотғаүйа IP. 1469.69 (post 320/19) inv.; 
12) yeyovudv IP 1035.11 (10/9--3/2, cf. p. 124 supra, no. 59) decree. 


Substantives: -va: 
13) КофобӨє[у 12421 (fin. s. Vla/init. s. Va.) ded. (bronze); all the earlier epigraphical 
attestations have Kagvı-, cf. IG V.2, p.73; 
14) үдо 12 376.4 (cf. Hesperia 12 [1943] p.28, no. 6) (ca. 424/3, cf. SEG 10.304) inv.; 
15) хоббас II? 1443.148 (344/3) шү. 
16) х]одоау II? 1456.57 (post 341/0) inv.; 
17) «o5vàóv II? 1457.14 (post 339/8) inv.; 
18) xwdvac II? 1544.38 (333/2) inv.; 
19) ópyvàc, боүуоу, ópyvóv II? 1672.9, 54, 98 (329/8) inv.; 
20) дооүюбу (= Фоүтхізу? cf. 29.00, p. 407 infra) II? 1693.5, 7 (s. IV a.?) inv.; 
21) 'Qos(8va II? 1609.67 (ante 370/69) inv.; 
22) ”ОоелӨбоц II? 1611.194, 206 (357/6) inv. 
The ]&8va in 12 1607.138-139 (373/2) inv. is uncertain (cf. 18.012, p.343 infra). Cf. 
*OpelOva on a rf. vase, ARV? p.496, Oreithya painter no.2 (= CVA, Germany 12, plate 
205.1-2). 


-vta: 
There is only "Адейлица on the early bf. vase of the Nettos painter cited on the previous page. 


үо()-: 

23) dyvets and dyuietc both occur as names of brands on third-century В.С. lead pinakia 
identifying horses of the hippeis, cf. думєбс: AM 85 (1970) p.228, no. 456; p. 233, nos. 536, 
545; p.234, no.564; Hesperia 46 (1977) p.112, no.30; dyveóg АМ 85 (1970) p.217, 
no. 249; p. 232, no. 526; 

24) ушолауєїс II? 3783.6 (s. Па.) ded., metrical: -v »-. 


Roman Period: 
25) veyovvíag (cf. no.3 supra); 
26) “Аүшеос II? 4995.2 (s. Ip.) oracular text; 
27) С yvac[- - - IP 3194.6 (144/5 — 149/50 p.) ded.; 
28) үзіп II? 11140.1 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.:—-v; 
29) Флбүюоу II? 1113.13 (193—211 p.) imp. letter; 
30) Ебочбута Peek, AG 2 p.64, по.211 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.);-^—-; 
31) "AxóMuov L'A vet 02 4852 (date?) ded. (priv.). 
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18.011 hv(uóc, vióg— 006, etc. 


Forms of the third declension normally have no iota, even in the earliest texts (when 
texts are in verse the scansion is indicated if it can be ascertained): 


hvóc: cf. 12670 (= DAA p.259, no.227) (са. 500); 12686 (= DAA p.224, no. 190) (ca. 500): 
hvic; ІЗ 571.4 (= DAA p.47, по.46) (460—450) not in verse, or else scansion very uncertain 
(cf. 10.04, p.212 supra) (L.); all dedications. 


Ьбс occurs once, cf. DAA p.10, no.6 (= 12548 + P 663) (527-514) ded. Cf. also téfow 
E 54.14 (ca. 435/4, cf. SEG 21.33), hvéc I? 115.14 (409/8) decrees. 


v appears by exception on a few vases with hvihúg (cf. p.461 infra for the examples) 
and іп huvé (dual) in I? 775 (post са. 440) ded. (L.). 

In texts earlier than 450 В.С. iota is almost always present in the second declension 
forms Імлдс and huvdv: 


hus: IGAA p.136, no.43 (fin. s. Vla.); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.147, по.35 (= SEG 10.449) 
(init. s. Va.) sep. monuments; 12761 (-- LSAG p.78, no.37) (ca. 520—510?): h]vtóc; DAA 
p.29, no.24 (ca. 500): hvióc; DAA p. 168, no. 150 (= 12521 + 12722) (init. s. Va.): Боё(с: 
Р 598 (= DAA p.246, no.217) (init. s. Va.); 12 625.3 (= DAA p.248, no.218) (paulo ante 
450): Бус; I? 530.2 (= DAA p. 126, no. 121) (са. 475?): Їлдс, P 529.1 (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 
13.29): uióg; I? 619 (= DAA p.250, no. 219) (450— 440): vióg ай dedications. 

hvóg occurs only rarely: 12 585 (= DAA p.31, no.28) (490—480) ded.: hvóc; 12 828.2 (fin. 
s. Va., cf. SEG 15.51) ded.: 2% (no reason to take it as genitive); and in the later decree, I? 70.8 
(424/3?): hvóv. 

After 450 B. C. retention of the iota is rare in any form of this word. In the period ca. 450— ca. 
100 B.C. it occurs only in the following texts: 146 II? 106202 (іп add.).1 (ca. 300) sep. mon., in 
verse: vig; via II? 11960.1 (= GVI 1, p.435, по. 1466) (ca. 250) sep. mon., scanned via; vióv 
Il? 1305.7 (fin. s. Ша.?) decree (troops and Eleusinians); vidv II? 2332.325 (183/2) cat., has 
ббум ib. 6, 22, 35 and passim al., боб ib. 9, 50, 55, 326, etc.; 1409 II? 4458.2 (s. Па.) ded. (priv.). 
Cf. Guild. (= tõ við, cf. 34.022, p. 434 infra) in line b4 of an epistle incised оп a lead tablet 
of the early fourth century B. C., cf. SIG? по. 1259 (= IG Ш.3, p. ii [Praefatio]). 

For the normal omission of the iota in this period, cf. e.g. 0ёс 1I? 1.73 (403/2), бїс ІР 
103.20 (369/8), II? 218.17 (346/5) decrees; 0ёос ІІ? 4883.2 (init. s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); éo on 
an unpublished ded. of the fourth century pointed out to me by Mrs. D. Peppas -Delmousou. 
бос, 000, ббу, etc. (the first syllable is always long іп metrical texts, here indicated by long 
marks over the v): 06 II? 10799.6, 9 (fin. s. Va./init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; ббс II? 4881.3 (init. 
s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); ббу ІІ? 84.14 (ante 378/7), бом ІР 86.7 (init. s. IVa., cf. SEG 24.76) 
decrees; 00 H? 3139.3 (ante 350) ded., ІІ? 4351.2 (ante 350) ded. (priv.); бос Il? 4319.2 (ante 
350) ded. (priv.); 26у II? 10665 (ante 350) sep. топ. %6с II? 8708.8 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 09с 
Il? 4333.3 (post 350) ded. (priv.); ёбу ІІ? 212.68 (347/6), vóc II? 349.1 (331/0), tov II? 498.16 
(303/2), II? 754.4 (init. s. Ша.) decrees; 06у II? 3850.4 (init. s. Ша.) ded.; 00с, бої II? 682.4, 57 
(post 256/5) decree; bot II? 1534 A.47 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; bot II? 3856.2 (post 250) 
ded.; боб II? 791.d2, 411 (247/6) decree (L.); bod II? 1534B.238 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; 
фоб, ббу II? 834.3, 5 (paulo post 229/8); tóc, ban H2 844.51, 65 (181/0, сі. TAPA 95 |1964) 
p.239) decrees; óó[c II? 1275.5 (s. ШЛІа., cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no.126; SEG 
21.534) decree (thiasotai); úóv П2 4444.2 (s. Ша.) ded. (ргіу.); бої II? 4031 (init. Па.) ded.; 
bod, обу II? 2332 passim, viàv once (cf. supra) (183/2), ov 12 2333.26 (са. 180) catalogs; 
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Фу II? 1326.31 (176/5) decree (dionysiastai); бобс, ðv 12 1236.3, 7 (ante 150) decree 
(genos); боб, обу II? 2334.5, 7, 12, 15, etc. (са. 150) cat.; боб IP 2335.12 (са. 150) cat.; 0бу 
П2 974.23 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.188, no. 10) (137/6) decree; бу 12 3149.2 (fin. s. Ha.) 
ded.; óóc II? 3487.4 (= IG Ш, no.720, wrongly dated to Roman times) (125—100) ded.; бу 
II? 3877.2 (s. Па.) ded., II? 4034.2 (= IG Ш, no. 983, wrongly dated to Roman times) (s. ПЛа.) 
ded.; etc. 


It is in the course of the first century B.C. that the original spelling becomes normal 
again. 00с, etc. are still normal before 50 B.C., but are unusual after the beginning of 
the first century A.D. The transition can be seen in the numerous dedications of this 
period: 


Before 50 B.C.: 
бос: Il? 4701.2 (init. s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); П2 3897.2 (са. 78, cf. Hesperia 18 [1949] p.99); 
JI? 4107.2 (paulo post 69); II? 4106.3 (ante 50), 12 4109.2 (ca. 50) (L.) dedications. 
vióc: II? 4101 (ante 89), II? 4103 + Deltion 22 (1967) Chronika p.14 (= SEG 24.214) (83), 
II? 4104.3 (ca. 71), II? 4108.3 (са. 50) dedications. 


After 50 B.C.: 


бос: II? 4112.3 (43), II? 4118.3 (ca. 27), I? 3443.3 (ante 16), 112 4125.3 (ante 15), П2 3249.2 
(ante 9), II? 4135.3 (fin. s. Іа.?), II? 4151.3 (aet. Augusti) dedications. 


vióc: 02 4111.3 (ca. 45), П2 4114.5 (34 aut 33), П2 4115.3 (post 34), II? 4120.2 (ca. 25), II? 
4121.1 (са. 25), II? 4123.3 (са. 23), 12 4122.3 (post 23), 11? 4133.3 (ante 8), 112 3896.3 (fin. 
s. Ia.?), II? 3224/25.3 (27а.-14р.), IP 4153.3 (aet. Augusti?) dedications. 


Dated vaguely to the first century В.С.: 
бос: II? 3895.3, ІР 3494.3 dedications. 
vids: II? 3889.3 ded. 


1—50 A.D.: 


tóc: II? 4145.3 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.), 12 3251.3 (bis) (non post 2p.), 11? 3244.3 (ante 4p.), 
II? 3226.3 (ante 14p.), II? 4155.3 (ca. 7p.), II? 4170 (init. s. Ip.), ІР 4162.3 (init. s. Ip.), IP 
4158.3 (са. 20р.), IP 4172.2 (init. aut med. s. Ip.), 112 3792.2 (= SEG 22.203) (ante 52 p.), 
II? 4186.3 (ca. 50р.), II? 4202.2 (s. Ip.) dedications. 

vióc: ІІ? 4146.3 (fin. s. Ia. / init. s. Ip.), I? 4148.3 (fin. s. Ia. / init. s. Ip.), II? 3245.3 (ante 4p.), 
II? 3248.3 (ante 4p.), II? 3250.2 (2 p.), II? 3228.2 (ante 14р.), II? 3229.2 (ante 14p.), П2 3230.3 
(ante 14p.), II? 3922.3 (s. Ip.?), I? 4159.2, II? 4163.3 (bis) (init. s. Ip.), II? 3257.3 (post 20р.?), 
II? 3926.b 6 (paulo post 21 p.), 12 3266.3 (37-41р.), II? 3930.2, II? 4178 (са. 50p.), Robinson 
Studies 2 p.333 (= IP 4179 + new fr.) (ca. 50р.) dedications; etc.; II? 9719 (init. в. Ip.) sep. 
топ. ; etc. 


tóc is rare in Roman times after са. 50 A.D.: 


Cf. boig 1124762.10 (s. ІЛІр.) ded., metrical, but scansion uncertain; 6 00с II? 3948/49.3 
(s. ІЛІр.) ded.; 000 II? 2026.23 (116/7p.) eph. cat.; beg II? 3632.24 (post 150p.) ded., scanned 
бес (L.); обу ІІ? 10193.7 (s. Пр.?) sep. mon., scanned ббу; vóv II? 3616.8 (fin. s. Пр.) ded.; ббос 
bv 12 3754.4 (s. Пр.) ded., 9206 06у; бу II? 3765.3 (226/7-234/5р.) ded.; бо ІР 12821.3 
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(aet. Rom.) sep. mon. Perhaps an additional example in II? 3694.3 (ante 250p.) ded., where 
Pittakes read TYON at the beginning of the line; Lademann (cf. p.39) took it as vióv with the 
order of the letters reversed. But in II? 4213.4 (= IG Ш, no. 620) read vióv (cf. AE 1894 p.182, 
no. 26). 


In Roman times iota is normally present not only in vióc, 3400, 0101, etc., frequently 
attested in all types of text and at all periods, but also in third declension forms, 
usually used only in metrical texts. 


Cf. e.g.: visjoc 112 3553.1 (s. Ip.) ded., vla II? 3964. 1, II? 3963.6 (post 128/9 p.) dedications; 
ёа IP 3743.4 (post 158/9р.) ded.; ue II? 13143.3 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; viet ІІ? 4008.3 (s. Шр.) 
ded.; ; uléo¢ II? 11157.9 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; and in prose: vieis II? 3011.6 (144/5 –149/50р.) ded. 


That the restored vi- was not merely a spelling convention, but that the iota was 
actually sounded is indicated Бу the spellings veióg and vidc. әгіюі, veloig occur ontwo 
prose dedications of the third century after Christ (cf. 9.024, nos.20, 33, p.201 
supra); here EI for t indicates that iota was not silent, as in 7хоғіХос, "A0nvaeis (cf. 
p.200 supra). The diaeresis does not indicate that v and t were sounded separately, 
but is again an indication that iota is sounded (cf. 4.031, no.2, p.96 supra). Cf. 
viéa scanned viga in II? 3743.4 (post 158/9p.) ded. (cited supra). Prose examples: 
vioi П22193.9 (198/9—205/6p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. (L.); #16с 
12 3764.7 (ca. 217/8 p.) ded.; ®їбс АЕ 1918, p.24, no. 12 and fig. 15 (= Il? 4831.7) 
(s. IV p.) ded. (priv.) found in the cave of Pan on Mt. Parnes (this part of the text is not 
metrical, cf. A. Wilhelm, AE 1924, p.59) (L.). 

Lit.: MS? p. 60, notes 510-511; Lademann pp. 37—40. 


18.012 ”Гле(дуө, Ее (да, etc. 


No fewer than nine different spellings are found in Attic texts: (Будеїбма, hEAe(Ova, 
'Ao8t1a, ЕО де, БіХе(дало, Elacdura, "IA(9via, ЕІЛЕӘлло, "Елла. On vases 
htAe(6va is normal; there is no trace of -Üvia. The initial aspirate is perhaps like 
that in Һаридиӧс̧, Беха, etc. (cf. pp.456, 457, 462 infra). Cf. ABV p.135, Group 
E по.44 (= CVA, England 4, plate 24.1a—1b); ABV p.96, Tyrrhenian group no. 13 
(certainly htAet@va, not htAevOut, cf. CVA, France 1, plate 7.5); ARV? p. 494, Birth of 
Athena painter no.1 (= HRF2 p.31, no.12; Smith, Catalogue 3, pp. 256—257, 
no. E410). hiA(8va on a vase in Berlin, cf. ARV? p. 1142, Berlin inv. no.3244, by 
Xenotimos (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 116.3—5), may show I for єї comparable to 
Thototeatos, etc. (cf. 9.021). НЕУЕЗӨҮА is certainly the reading on a bf. vase very 
close to one cited above, cf. ABV p.96, Tyrrhenian group no.14 (= Jabrbuch des 
Rómischb-Germanischen Zentralmuseums Mainz 8 (1961) plate 20), i.e. hEAe(8va; 
is this initial E = [e] and the & of later texts (cf. infra)? huAw6va, with assimilation 
of & to v (cf. 26.012), occurs on a fr. of a rf. vase according to Beazley, cf. ARV? 
p.29, Euthymides no. 19; the inscription is on the fr. in London, but nothing can be 
read from the photograph in Caskey-Beazley, vol.3 of text, supplementary plate 
no. 198. 
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"IDAe(0va was probably the Attic spelling by the end of the fifth century; it appears 
on a ded. (priv.) shortly after that, cf. "Theva ІР 4547 (paulo post 400) and rarely 
in the Hellenistic Period, cf. ТАе:дбоц ІІ? 4682.2 (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.). Perhaps 
TAjetfva in 1I21607.138—139 (373/2) inv., although this ship is not otherwise 
known; perhaps 'Qo]e(Ova (cf. 18.01, no.22, p.339 supra). Also found in the 
period from ca. 400 В.С. until early Roman times аге ‘TAv@eva and Еі\00ға. The 
change to -Əsa may be the same as the change from -via to -єїа seen in perfect 
participles like yeyoveta, normal іп the Hellenistic Period, but in (Будова the 
-Өека is always accompanied by v before it. This spelling is perhaps due to vowel 
metathesis and/or influence of ёХ 00. The EI for ı might be an early case of EI for 
{i-] if it is not due to non-Attic influence. Cf. 'TAv0e(at Deltion 25 (1970) p.68, по.23, 
line 3 (ca. 350) ded.; “Әләбе(ол Hesperia 28 (1959) p.274, no.2 (са. 180) ded. (priv.); 
Elav@eiar I? 4669.9 (s. ТУ/Ш а.) ded. (priv.); ElAv@eia II? 4048.3 (s. Ip.) ded.; cf. the 
graffito, 'IAó0&i[, Agora 21, p. 54, no. G8 (init. 5. IV a.). 

In Roman times -via is universal except for the first-century A.D. example of 
-уфе(а in II? 4048 just cited. ElAe(0via is normal: ElAev&ví[a II? 3895.4 (s. Ia.) ded.; 
EiAetüvíai; BCH 92 (1968) p.72 (= SEG.24.226) (s. Ia./s. Ip.) ded. (priv.); Ele- 
Фллфу 125001 (s. р.) altar; Elàerðviy 12 4793 (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.); ЕОМЕД- 
B[v]iaug АМ 67 (1942) p.56, no.94 (aet. Rom.) ded. (priv.); cf. ElAvévia<g with I for 
et 112 5099 (aet. Rom.) label on a theatre-seat; 10 Сол with I for ev twice, II? 4066.3 
(ante 150p.) ded. (I for є; is common in Roman times, cf. 9.023). The ElAe(Ovia 
spelling may have been introduced into Attica from the Koine. Peculiar is [E]lAe8víaug 
in II? 3965.6 (ante 150p.) ded., with E in the second syllable; perhaps EI was in- 
tended, cf. Мехблоћс̧, etc. in 7.0111c, p. 139 supra. 

For Attic at least the initial є of "EXexGvén[c in II? 10981.4 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. is 
probably unique (heAetQva on a bf. vase probably = heneiðva, cf. supra) and a 
poetical artificiality created to achieve the necessary short syllable: ліхобу "БА ООС 
(note the non-Attic, pseudo-epic -vénc). "EAe(Qvia occurs in Pindar, inscriptions from 
Delphi, etc. (cf. DEG 2 p.318). 


The earliest attestation of the word is Ereutija on Linear B tablets from Cnossos. The My- 
cenaean probably = Eeva, cf. later spellings like "ЕХебблла (Crete), 'EXeuü(a and "EXevota 
(Laconia), etc. “ЕХе(Өлла would be due to vowel dissimilation (cf. 26.02) or the influence of 
“Әовідана; ElAe(Ovia is due to metrical lengthening or an assimilation. The Attic hule(0va 
already shows a further development in the first vowel (e, (е | or (є)? a single case of hEAe(6va 
is ambiguous, probably E = et or [е:]) to t, unless all the examples are to be taken as the sort of 
thing seen in Пюботоатос or KAtvlac, careless use of I for ev or [e] frequent on vases and 
ostraca; note the presence’ of the X (cf. КМ?) and for the frequency of I as а grapheme for 
Ге"), cf. KAwvéo, normal on ostraca, but to judge from later practices not an accurate indication 
of the vowel (cf. 9.021, 9.0211). The -8va for -&via shows the deletion of the ı of vt/__V normal 
in Attic. The examples of “Ае(Өоа on vases are earlier than ¢oeAnAvovia (cf. 18.01, nos. 1—2, 
pp. 338—339 supra), but the dipinti are frequently ahead of stone texts in orthography or perhaps 
-via survived longer in the participle where it was an inflectional termination. 

It is a matter of dispute whether the word is Greek and related to &Aeóoopot, дово, etc. or 
non-Greek, perhaps related to "EAevdéova, but was later imagined to be related to &Aev0- (cf. 
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Chantraine, Frisk in Lit. infra). For recent arguments in favor of Greek origin, cf. Heubeck (Lit. 
infra) especially pp.93—95 and notes 24—25 on p.94 (recent scholarship pro and contra Greek 
origin of the word). 

Lit.: MS? p.56, note 477; Lademann pp.39—40; Chantraine, DEG 2, p.318 (with lit.); Frisk, 
GEW 1 pp. 455—456; A. Heubeck, Kadmos 11 (1972) pp. 87—95. 


19.00 The diphthong av 
For v, cf. 24.00. 


a) Probably mere clerical omissions: ГАбхоу for AaUxov іп AM 67 (1942) p.21, 
no. 24, line 5 (350—300?) cat. (?) (L.). So also ГАФхт, dipinto on a vase of the Kleo- 
phrades painter, ARV? p.192, по.106 (= НКЕ 2, p.143, по.20); ёротӯ, II? 13221.5 
(s. Шр.) sep. mon. 


b) The spelling dté¢ for абтбс is common enough elsewhere (cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.92; 
Gignac p.227; Schwyzer, СС 1, р. 199), but is not found in Attic inscriptions. In line 15 of 
the decree, Hesperia 34 (1965) pp.125ff. (ca. 37 aut paulo post), neither the earlier reading 
ANTOIE (і.е., Gv «аї»тоїс as given by J. H. Oliver, GRBS 6 [1965] pp. 291ff.) nor the later 
ANATOLE (read by J. Bingen from a photograph, cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.94, no.50, note 
to line 15; SEG 22.114 with apparatus) is the correct one. The stone quite clearly reads: 
АМАТТОІФАГ (L.). There is no question that the fourth letter is tau, and that the lower part 
of an upright hasta in the fifth place was part of a letter, although the stone is broken away in 
such a way as to make it impossible to tell whether this letter was upsilon, iota or rho. The 
easiest interpretation is to take the fifth letter as upsilon and assume that a careless metathesis 
of letters occurred, i.e. ATYOLE was carved for AYTOIX. Otherwise one would have to read 
AT(IJOIZ, with iota of ATOIZ carved erroneously before omicron and left uncorrected. If 
ATOI was intended, it is best taken as the reflexive &toic, used here as an indirect reflexive 
referring back to the subject of ауаүоолрбтосау, viz.: dvayeawpatwoav ol eloevévnavtes tóðe 
... бу тў Magaotade ... fj об бу бтоіс pai[vytat] елілйбцоу єї мод. In another decree, II? 1043.63 
(where the reading is erroneously given as абтобс; the correct ATOY іп IG II, no. 482) (L.), 
ATOYZ is certainly the reflexive &tovs, cf. 24.01, no.9. The reliability of the reading and 
interpretation of the sequence of letters KAIATOKAITAEEKEINOYAIIANTA ав xai 
ad»to xai ta é(c)xe(vou алаута on а defixio, IG Ш.З, no.59.6 (s. Ша.?), is subject to 
considerable doubt; if reading and interpretation are correct, the isolation of the example makes 
one suspect no more than a careless omission of a letter without any phonological significance. 


с) The spelling Адтохо@ттс on а sep. mon., II? 10706 (в.ГУ/Ша.), remains isolated 
in Attic texts; ао for av is common in East Ionic, cf. Buck, GD? p.33, по. 33. The man 
certainly was not Athenian, and without more evidence it is reasonable to suppose he 
was East Ionian. Perhaps the same non-Attic ао occurs іп Kevtaogov, dipinto on a bf. 
vase, cf. CVA, France 8, plate 57.12-16. AOTEN (= адтйу) is a doubtful reading 
оп a defixio full of orthographical crudities, cf. IG Ш.3, no. 90.a 3 (s. Ша.?). 
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d) For the АОХЕйтод, of the tribute lists, OUAv&tat occurs once, І? 196.7 (= ATL 2, 
no. 7) (448/7). It is tempting to see some connection with the Carian ОО- here. The 
Carian sound, presumably not quite [a"] nor [o"], normally being rendered by AY, is 
here spelled OY. It seems a mistake to reject this connection and assume a purely 
graphic mistake as do apparently the editors of ATL 1, p.473. 


€) For the Roman name Faustus, the spelling ФАХТОХ, said to occur in a decree 
(cf. Eckinger p. 12, no. 9), II? 1077.46 (209/10р.), rests on a misreading of the early 
copies on which the text of this long since illegible stone is based. The text given in 
CIG 1, no.353 II, line 9 (= IG Ш, no. 10, line 9 of col.2 of the catalog beneath the 
decree) is ФАТХТОХ, which might be interpreted as Фаботос (or ФолФотос), or 
perhaps as for Фйотос, with a rare case of ол for v (cf. 8.01, nos.52—54, p.164 
supra; 15.013, p.295 supra), but certainly not Фаотос. 


f) Naovyévoc for Navovyévog in the inv., II? 1425.228 (368/7), is perhaps a careless 
omission (this text contains other graphic mistakes). Малғүбс̧ occurs оп a bronze ded. 
of the Archaic Period, 12428 (post 550, cf. L$AG p.68 and note 1). Incomplete 
rendition of a diphthong in a semi-literate text? As the text is in Attic script, there is 
no reason to suspect the spelling is non-Attic (cf. vais, уйу, etc. cited as Doric, LSJ s.v. 
vag). As the av of vav/_C was probably not long (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.578), two 
later examples of NA- would have to be Dorisms or rare cases of a for бл, поса < бо 
as in ёатбс̧, атбс with à (cf. 24.01 infra). Cf. NAIIAKIIA (= Navaaxtia) Hesperia 4 
(1935) p.68, no.32 (= II? 9988) (s. Ia.) sep. mon. (L.); NAZINIKH (= Navowíxn) 
Peek, AG 2, p.39, no. 140 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon. 


g) The tendency to render diphthongs inaccurately in less formal texts is to be seen 
in l'Àaxovog corrected to Гхафхоуос on a fifth-century ostracon, cf. Deltion 23 
(1968) Chronika p. 27, plate 19 d. 

Lit.: MS? p.61, notes 513—515. 
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For the shortening of nv to £v, cf. 24.02, p. 384 infra. 


a) For -eúç there are rare cases of -YX. All are on private texts and are either 

accidental omissions or incomplete rendition of the diphthong by the semi-literate: 

1) Лорлтодс II? 11911 (ca. 350) sep. mon., but Ланлтовдс ibidem; 

2) Meyaots II? 9310.3 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 

3) "Avuoxóc BCH 71—72 (1947—48) p. 425, по. 3 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 
Cf. ЛАЛППТРҮХ (== Ларлтоєйс) оп ап ostracon of ће 480s, AM 80 (1965) p.108, по. 1. But 
for the letters EYONYMI recorded by Fourmont in the now lost sep. mon., II? 6169, it is perhaps 
preferable to take the final upright stroke as part of a damaged epsilon and read: Ebovvyus[óc]. 
In Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 268, no.95, line 3 read: Gnpax" óc, i.e. space was left for the E which 
for some reason was never carved. 
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Characteristic incomplete rendering of diphthongs can be seen in the fairly frequent cases of Y 
for ед in the dipinti: Тюбос ABV p.368, Leagros group по. 106 (= CVA, Germany 3, plates 36.4, 
39.1-2); ӨЕРҮТАІ (= Gnotcvtaí?) ABV p.79, Ergotimos potter по. 1 (= HBF p.82, no. 1), 
but Kretschmer's interpretation Өтүроїтас (man's name) is also possible, cf. Vaseninschriften 
p.139; Olvóc ARV? p. 1045, Lykaon painter no.4 (= HRF 2, p.164, no.9); "Еровос (= Eù- 
оуобедс) (cf. b) infra) ARV? р. 62, Oltos no. 83 (= CVA, France 17, plates 5, 6), but ”ОХотебс, 
Өєсбс ARV? p.1043, Epimedes painter no.1 (= CVA, England 4, plate 23.1a—b); Negóc 
ARV? p. 1142, Xenotimos painter, Berlin inv. no.3244 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 116.3—5, 
cf. Text p.16), but on the same vase Ебдишеут (a Nereid). Kretschmer's suggestion (ор. cit. 
рр. 193-194) that the forms like @novws are true variants in -бс is not convincing. 

Read №о[ғ]0с on the François vase, cf. HBF p.152 (= ABV p.76, по. 1); Өтүо[є]0с оп a 
vase by Aison in Naples, cf. НЕЕ 1, p. 17, по.5 (= ARV? p. 1174, по. 6); "Еоғу«Өзедс on ARV? 
p. 1268, Kodros painter по. 2 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 113.1—2) cf. CVA, Text p.14. The 
suggestion that xehvpe could Бе for xéAev'éué on а bf. vase in Würzburg, cf. ABV р. 166, Wiirz- 
burg по. 418 (cf. Kretschmer, ор. cit. p.93), was wisely rejected by Beazley, who took the letters 
as a nonsense inscription, cf. /Н5 54 (1934) p. 91. 


b) Occasionally E occurs for £v. Thus -eç occurs for -ЄОс: 
4) "A8n[v]jogévo[vc ] Av£c II? 215.3 —4 (346/5) decree; 
5) Па3Ӛлуес IP 7135 (350—300) sep. mon.; 
6) 'Avtoxéc II? 8181 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 
7) АЮМЕЕУХ (= Atopeets) I? 5992.2 (s. Ша.?) sep. mon., probably just a graphic error, 
note -ZX; 
Copying error (AY read as М): ФМУЕХХ (= (Avec?) I? 7662.3 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. 


E for єм also occurs rarely elsewhere before consonants: 
8) Аехоуоцос II? 2818.7 (357/6) ded.; 
9) évo(ac 112 1291.19 (ca. 250) decree (eranistai); 
10) ZeAexeóc II? 10251 (s. Па.) sep. шоп. assimilation? (cf. 26.01 b infra) (L.); 
11) AEKIOY (= Aevxiov?) II? 9880 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
12) ёоюобейцс (= edevodetns) II? 4797.3 (s. Пр.) ded., євуоріт ib. 8. 


Doubtful: 

TloAvéxtov II? 678.35, 36 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) decree; text based on a very suspicious copy 
of Pococke; IIoAvéxvou II? 6205 (date?) sep. mon. seen only by Fourmont. If these readings 
should happen to be accurate, ПоХмехт- might be a different name from Подбєюмтос, cf. 
ПоМмохлос in f) infra. 

All the foregoing examples are probably just careless omissions. The tendency to 
omit the second element of the diphthong [e"] is a natural one. It can be well seen in a 
ded., II? 4374.3 (са. 350), where the Y of ПоХоЕОхтоо has been added later above the 
line; or in the eph. cat., 12 2102 (paulo post 169/70р.), where in line 61 "Елебеооу 
has been corrected to "EXev0éoov by the insertion of the omitted Y in the space above 
the E and the Ө (the text in IG II? needs correction) (L.). Cf. also с), d) infra. 

For E for ev, cf. 'Axavéc for "Ахаоуедс on an ostracon, 12 911.2, no. 1. On dipinti: Пес 
CVA, Germany 3, plates 45.2, 46.2 (М., near the Leagros group); ПооребЕс ARV? р. 438, 
Douris no. 133 (= НКЕ 1, p.285, по.84); "Еоивос (= Едочабеос) (cf. а) supra) ARV? p.62, 
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Oltos no.83 (= CVA, France 17, plates 5, 6), but "Оллефс; "Ехоблес (= Ейхойттс) ARV? 
p.24, Phintias no.11 (= Caskey-Beazley plate 32); “Еоғуоес (= "Egex@evs) ARV? p.496, 
Oreithya painter no.2 (= CVA, Germany 12, plate 205.1-2); 'OXvtéc ARV? p.814, Followers 
of Makron по.97 (= К. Friis Johansen, The Шад in Early Greek Art [Copenhagen, 1967] 
p.171, fig. 67), but also "АудАєвс; Пероёс (the gorgon-slayer) ARV? p. 1060, Polygnotos group 
no. 136. Perhaps "ЕРоХос is for ЕбВодос on the François vase, ABV p.76, no.1 (= HBF p.152). 
Some have thought these nominatives in -єс to be variant formations in -ng instead of -evg (cf. 
Morphology). 


с) Certain omissions of the v of ev before @ are of particular interest because they 
might be evidence for the change of evq- from [e"p'] to [ef] as in MG. The Attic 
examples are: 


13) 'Egoov(g (= Еофроу(с) 0211507 (Hellenistic, certainly pre-Roman) sep. mon. of a 
slave (L.); 

14) "Ефоаїос (= Ебфоаїос) II? 5310 (Hellenistic or Roman? As the monument was seen only 
by Pittakes, there is no way of judging the date) sep. mon. of an Athenian. 


In no. 14 Pittakes also records "ACnveve. It is difficult to decide if this is an inaccurate 
copy (made perhaps from memory?) of Едфооіос and "Atnveóg оп the stone, or if the 
text really had what Pittakes records. If Pittakes’ readings are right the 2ф- for evq- 
and -veüg for -vieúç are probably linked and the writer had a tendency to omit the 
weaker elements of diphthongs and triphthongs (perhaps even in his pronunciation): 
he dropped the second element of the falling diphthong [e"] and the first element of the 
rising triphthong ['e"]. This is a better assumption than that єбф = [ef], in view of 
the uncertainty of the date and the lack of other convincing evidence for the change. 
The early date of no. 13 and its isolation in other respects make it most likely that it 
belongs with the cases of careless omission in b) supra; there is no reason to suppose 
the slave was not of foreign origin. Cf. 38.03, p. 470 infra. 


The єйфїїЇоюн, occurring in the metrical introduction to the eph. cat., II? 2037.1 (125/6р.) 
(Сфйроу in prose ib. 4), cannot be regarded as evidence for єбф- = [ef] in sound. It is clearly 
a barbarous creation to get the necessary long syllable for the metre (cf. the artificial -ovo 
ending). Kretschmer and others were correct in pointing out the connection with compounds in 
eù- (cf. Vaseninschriften p.138). The alleged dipinto єбфіфос, known only from a drawing 
(cited Kretschmer, loc. cit.), is dubious (the vase is by the Euergides painter, cf. ARV? p.92, 
no. 67). Beazley wrote of this text (cf. AJA 31 [1927] p. 347, по. 6): “Тһе other word (ЕҮФІВО) 
I cannot explain and can but hope with Kretschmer that it is incorrectly reported." He had not 
seen the vase by the time of АКУ? апд does not cite it in the later Paralipomena. Not evidence 
for any sound changes is EVOTEVPAVOLO i in the crude (cf. AZQ for бісаю in ib. 4) sep. mon. in 
verse, II? 7195.5 (post 350), as it is undoubtedly only a graphic mistake rather than assimilation. 

There is no evidence for ev going to [ef] in pre-vocalic position. It is not at all likely that the 
name Evpaiwv (not necessarily an Athenian) in the inv., II? 1534 B.226 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), 
has anything to do with the name Evaiwv (as suggested with a query by Teodorsson, Phonemic 
System (р. VIII supra, note 8] р. 115). Cf. rare names like Ебваос, Baiwv, Baia cited by Bechtel, 
Personennamen p.91. 
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d) Before vowels E appears occasionally for ev, perhaps because the v element 
tended to become a glide and disappear (as іп the case of the much better attested t 
between vowels). But the Attic examples are rare and may be accidental omissions: 


15) "Еоуоредс II? 6165 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
16) xooyufyvee II? 3734 (126/7 p.) ded., the text is metrical and the metre demands xoopyteve; 
17) xatecoxecoapev II? 9087 a (in add.) (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. (L.). 


Cf. лаовохедбетовһ on а defixio, IG Ш.3, no.94.9 (са. 4002), хаталаттаћебо corrected from 
Лео on another, Ziebarth, GGN 1899 p. 109, no. 10, lines 17-18 (350—300?). 

For éxéato, etc. (Е)хедато may occur in metrical texts, e.g. II? 11385 a (in add. nova) (= IP 
11374) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. But the сууў бох proposed in the sep. mon., Neon Athenaion 1 
(1953) p. 1, no. 1 (s. Ip.), is doubtful, cf. II? 13194.24, II? 13195.16, etc. 


e) There are а few cases of EY for є: 


18) *AguototevAou Neon Athenaion 3 (1958—60) р.8, no.3 (= SEG 18.106) (init. s. Ша.) sep. 
mon., alongside ”Аошютот лс, Probably the eye of the stone-cutter skipped ahead to the 
final ov and produced an unwanted Y. If the EY has a phonetic explanation it might be 
due to an assimilation to the [u-] of the following syllable, cf. A.S. Henry, СО n.s. 17 
(1967) p. 258 (cf. 26.01 d infra). 


Uncorrected errors of the stone-cutter are certainly evoeBevas, абХеу іп the decree, П2 949.19, 
21 (165/4), cf. oyaGets for ставекс іп ib. 31. 
For EY for e/__q, cf. с) supra. 

The TleAevog on a rf. bobbin by the Pistoxenos painter, cf. ARV? p.863, no.32, might be 
hesitation between ПеХЕОс (nom.) and ПеХюс (gen.), i.e. a purely graphic mistake, rather than 
an analogical genitive formation as Kretschmer thought (cf. Vaseninschriften p. 137). The reading 
itself, however, is doubtful, cf. H. Diepolder, Der Pistoxenosmaler (= Berliner Winckelmanns- 
programm по.110 [1953]) plate 7. Perhaps Машуєюєс is hesitation between Matveóg and 
Моцуёс (cf. b) supra) if not just a graphic mistake, cf. ARV? p.1319, Aristophanes no.2 
(= Immerwahr, Sprunt Studies pp. 25—27, no. 8). 


f) The names IIoAvoxtog and ПоХфеохтос were normally distinct, cf. Bechtel, Personen- 
namen p.378. The identification of the ПойХбохтос of II? 3472.5 (200—150) ded. with the 
ПоХфеухтос of 125613 (s. Па.) sep. mon. by D. M. Lewis is not certain (cf. BSA 50 [1955] 
pp. 7—9; cf. PA по. 11936). One would also like to know if the TloAvoxtog mentioned on one of 
the lead pinakia used to identify horses of the hippeis (the man was certainly an Athenian 
citizen), cf. AM 85 (1970) p.228, по.446 (s. Ша.), was the same man as the ПоХФеуихтос 
mentioned on two others, cf. AM 85 (1970) p. 227, nos. 438—439 (s. Ша.). For ПоХфечухтос, cf. 
e.g. РА nos. 11921ff.; SEG 2.9 (244/3) decree (thiasotai). For the possibility of a name По- 
Хоєклос, cf. b) supra. 


Lit.: MS? pp.61—62, notes 520—525. 
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21.00 The diphthong ov 


а) An inherited diphthong ov, whether from o +u or the o-grade of the ablaut 
series eu, ou, u, can be shown to have existed in Attic in the following words: 


1) обтос, tovto-, also тоюофтос, тоообтос̧, etc.: Etymology somewhat in doubt (cf. 
Schwyzer, GG 1, p.611 for suggestions), but certainly ov in Attic. Frequent in fifth- 
century texts, e.g. 124.15 (485/4) decree; I? 6.37 (ante 460) decree; I? 232.7 (434/3) 
inv. (L.), etc. А few attestations are earlier than 500 B. C.: Р 1014 (ca. 540? cf. IGAA 
p.138, no.46) sep. mon.; ІСАА p.139, no.48 (= SEG 10.4522) (са. 540?) sep. 
mon. The reading of the last letters of 1? 919 (ca. 725?) is quite doubtful; for тото = 
toto there, cf. 13.01, p.239 supra. Otherwise toto- not before 415/4B.C., cf. 
21.011, nos. 4, 5, 6, 10. 


2) ob(x), 0066, одбеіс, etc.: Not a frequent word in the earliest texts, but always 
о0(х) until after 400 B. C.: 12821 (ante 480) ded.; 1? 922 (init. s. Va.) erotic text?; 
Р 39.4, 11, etc. (446/5) decree; cf. ой лабаєі on a rf. vase, Beazley, Paralipomena 
p.360, Onesimos no.74 quater; in Ionic letters: 12 826 (475—450? cf. LSAG p.370, 
по.29) (cf. 2.0121, no.3) ded.; I? 1085.7 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.137, no.51) sep. 
mon. erected by three Athenian tribes for Pythion of Megara, cf. 2.011, no.20; 
I? 1084.4 (= Wilhelm, Beiträge pp. 35 ff., no. 22) (ca. 431?) sep. mon. of a Phrygian. 


3) Bots (є "*g"ous) Bots in 1245.11 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decree (L.); 
1284.25 (421/0) decree (L.); ВоотаЛоуос: 12 370.12 (421/0—416/5) inv. (L.); cf. 
ostraca with Вохтаћоу, e.g. Vanderpool, Ostracism fig. 13; fig. 12 (Bovtadiov has 
been corrected from Butadiov, a spelling occurring on two other ostraca, cf. 13.04, 
p.261 supra) (4805); 

Bov@evés in tribute lists, cf. I? 191.19 (= ATL 2, no.1, col.5.19) (454/3); 12 197.9 
(= ATL 2, no.2, col.10.5) (453/2); 12 196.36 (= ATL 2, no.7, col.3.30) (448/7); 
р 198.63 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.62) (447/6); I? 214.21 (= ATL 2, no.27, col.3.29) 
(428/7); 122221 (= АТІ 2, по.28) (427/6 aut 426/5). Correct |В(|о(ӘеЦЕс of 
Р 194.37 to Ко(бал(|Ес (cf. ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.29). Quite dubious is Вб[у in 12 63.57. 
The first certain examples of fóg are after 425, cf. 21.011, nos. 1, 2, and 9. For Bv- 
таХіюу, cf. 13.04. 


4) onovd- (cf. oxevdw): OY attested early in names, e.g. Улообібо (retrograde) 
I? 997 (ca. 625—600? cf. LSAG p.76, no.8; IGAA p.129, по. 22). Only the final O is 
now to be seen on the stone, which has been broken off at the left (L.). The letters 
Zxovói are known only from an early copy; Jeffery has no authority for Хлобідб 
printed in LSAG p.401. Z]xovó(ag I? 853a (ante 450) ded. (L.); Zxo[v]ó(c(?) DAA 
p.94, по.87 (= P 616b) (ante 450) ded.; X]xovóí([ac 1? 942.4 (ca. 446) cas. list. (L.); 
Zxovó(ag I? 949.9 (423, cf. SEG 25.57) cas. list; Zxovótav 12 304.19 (410/9) шу. 
First Хлобіас іп 408/7, cf. 21.011, no. 7. 


5) dxodové- (cf. x£AevOoc): dxoX[o]l[ó8]owwv (stoich.) 126.52—53 (ante 460); 
ахоХоуудбуто 12 45.30 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decrees. 
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6) Xovwieóg: Etymology uncertain, but ov in all the early attestations: ]УМЕЎ 
(= ХомміЕс) P 830 (са. 550, cf. LSAG p.78, no. 27 and p.73) ded. on a statue found 
at Sunium; Zovvío I? 310.56, 174 (429/8) inv. Хоуіє%с not found until after 400 B.C., 
when, however, it is common, cf. 21.012, no.6. 
7) Поохоофотцс (xoov-, cf. Frisk, GEW 2, рр.27--28); Поохоофотес on a rf. vase 
of Onesimos, ARV? p.318, no.1 (= HRF 1, p.398, no.11) with the expected OY; 
Поохоботтс on a late rf. vase is an example of О for the diphthong OY, cf. 21.011, 
no.3. 
8) Bovei-: Govouaxóc I? 313.101 (408/7), 12 314.111 (407/6) inventories; cf. Govoía 
II? 8895.3 (ca. 350) sep. mon. 
9) П)офтос, etc.: ov, etymologically the o-grade of the root *pleu- and the -tos 
formant, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1 p.501, a.2, and for ллобтос from *pleu-, Frisk, GEW 2 
p.563. ПАодтоуу, ID.ov0toc derivatives. ПАофокос on a bf. vase, Kretschmer, Vasen- 
inschriften p.109, note 1 (= CIG 8120); IDoóvov: ARV? р.1269, Kodros painter 
no.3 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.108, no. E82). A rf. vase of the later fifth century has 
ПАбтос, one of the first occurrences of О for the inherited diphthong, cf. 21.011, 
no.3. ПАфто on another rf. vase has © = [o:], cf. 2.034, по. 14, p. 49 supra. 

For бойХос with not OY, but 6«-o + e, 'Axatógvoc < "Алатоого, “Аохтбоос < doxto- 
+ -ооос (as іп фообоос), cf. 13.01, p. 240 supra. 

The etymology of Тод таа is quite uncertain; most likely it has [o'], but no examples appear 
in Attic texts before the fourth century when O/OY variation is common: Толто! and 


*TovAciycau I? 111.5, 6 (363/2) decree (has òx and оох, Вотабтіс); Tonia 12 1128.25, 26, 37 
(ante 350) decree (of Cean cities) but everywhere else іп this text only OY for [o'] (cf. p.242). 


b) Clerical errors without phonological significance are the writing of ouufovAovto 
for сорфоХогсо on three copies of the curse-text erected by Herodes Atticus ca. 
150 A.D., 12 13189.27 —28, ІІ? 13195.27, 12 13202.10 (L.); the correct avufóAouo 
on others of the group II? 13188— 13208. 


21.01 O for ov (inherited diphthong) 
21.011 O for ov before 400 B.C. 


The first instances of O as grapheme for the inherited diphthong ov are in the 
second half of the fifth century B.C., somewhat later than the first uses of OY as 
grapheme for the more recent long o-vowel, first attested at the end of the sixth 
century (cf. 13.01, nos. 1—6). Spellings like fóc, ох, тото, point to identity of the long 
o-vowel and the inherited diphthong, probably through the monophthongization of 
ov [o"] to [o:] or to Го") competing with (и | (cf. p.239 supra). The spelling ПАфто 
on a rf. vase of ca. 430—420, with Q as grapheme for ov and the long o-vowel, also 
points towards monophthongization of the diphthong (cf. 2.034, no.14, p.49 
supra). The occurrence of O for ov in public texts, including state decrees (nos. 1, 6, 
10) distinctly sets it apart from the similar use of E for eu (cf. 16.01, pp. 299ff. 
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supra). There is a clustering of examples of тОт- in two inventories (covering the 
years 415—413) of the tamiai of Athena (nos.4—5), although both texts also contain 
1ovt-, found іп the rest of the pronaos inventories, 12232-12 255; clearly а spelling 
quirk of one secretary. 

Lit.: MS? pp.62—63, notes 526—538; cf. 13.01. 


Examples: 

1) Вӧу I? 76.40 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; that this could be (Kov, an old 
accusative (occurring in Iliad 7.238 according to some manuscripts available to Aristarchus, 
cf. H. Erbse, Scholia graeca in Homeri Шаает 2. p.269) is conceivable, but most unlikely. 
An example of дс (no. 2) follows so soon it is natural to take BON as = Вобу here; 

2) Bóc I? 190.29 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p. 21, no. 11) (ca. 420) sacred law; 

3) Late rf. vases, e.g. Прохоботцс ARV? p. 1174, Aison no. 1 (= CVA, Spain 2, plates 1—5); 
ПХӘтос ARV? p. 1321, Group of Athens 12144, no.3 (circle of the Meidias painter); cf. 
Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften рр.109, 232; for ПАфто, with О = [о>], on a rf. vase ca. 
430—420, cf. 2.034, no. 14, p. 49 supra; 

4) тбто, тбтоу I? 247.198, 200, 202, 203, 204, 209 (415/4) inv., тобто ib. 199, 207 (L.); 

5) тбтоу, тбхо I? 248.220, 221 (bis), cf. 223 (414/3) inv., тобто ib. 217; 

6) t6to[v I? 6.132 (fin. s. V a., these lines added later) decree (L.); 

7) Улофос 12 374.74 (408—406) inv. (L.); 

8) --JON OX [h]vyié[c] 12 322 [323].26 (s. V a.) inv.; presumably бу мус; 

9) Bóc xouth Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., no. 2, line 22 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law; 

10) 1óvov Hesperia 40 (1971) p.280, no.7, lines 6, 9 (403/2 aut paulo post) decree. 21.012, 
no. 7 is probably later than 400 B. С., cf. p.352 infra. 


Doubtful: 


11) Bd[v xai xavhoz]A[(av I? 63.57 (= ATL 2, по. A9.57) (425/4) decree; could also be Во[бу 
xai лауол|Моу with Б omitted, cf. lines 9, 14, etc. 


21.012 О for ov 400—350 B.C. 


In the first half of the fourth century, О in тбто-, d(x), 906, Bos, and Уоуиедс is 
well attested; also attested are Zxoó(ac, тообтос, and тоһбтос. The examples mainly 
occur in public documents, chiefly inventories, but also state decrees (0(х), Boxáónc, 
Хлодіас). There is not the same tendency to avoid О for ov as there was to avoid E 
for є, because ov occurred in only a few lexical items and іп no inflectional termi- 
nations (cf. 16.01, pp.299ff. supra). It is likely, however, that OY remained the 
normal spelling for ov even іп the early fourth century, when О for [о'] was decidedly 
preferred. Thus there are several large inventories of this period with only O for [o], 
but always tovto- and never toto-; cf. also the preference for tovto- in the large decree 
(75 lines) of 403/2, II? 1, which has exclusively O for [о>]; the same preference can be 
seen in II? 15 (са. 395/4), II? 29 (387/6), II? 43 (378/7). In an inv. of 375/4, I 1445, 
O is used consistently for [0`], but only OY in 00(х) (also тоуто-); Bovtáóng occurs 
in an inv. of 93 lines with only O for [o-], but Хомієйс. For more detailed data, cf. 
Table A in 13.021, Table B.3 in.13.022. 
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Examples of O for ov are rare by 355—350, and only two (both in the negative 
òx, 006) are later than 345 B.C. (cf. 13.023 а, nos. 5—6; no.2 infra). For the develop- 
ment of [o-] to [и], cf. 13.01, p. 239 supra. 

C.D. Buck, GD? p.33, по.34а, finding the Attic examples of тбто-, etc. too numerous to be 
explained in the same way as òx, Вӧс̧, etc., favors the suggestion (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p. 611) that 
a variant form тОтб (doubled тб without v) existed in the genitive. But the Attic examples do 
not justify the assumption that a variant t6t6 existed. When one allows for the much greater 
frequency of forms of обтос in fifth- and fourth-century texts, the number of examples of тото- 
does not seem so large, nor are they all genitive. Most of the fifth-century examples are con- 
centrated in two inventories (cf. 21.011, nos. 4—5). In the fourth century toto- often occurs in 
texts which also have óx. 


Lit.: cf. 21.011. 


Examples: 
1) 1óto- (xooótoc, тобто): II? 1237.77, 110 (396/5) decree (phratry), also бх, cf. no.2 infra, 
тоадтос ib. 77, тобто; II? 1605.9 (paulo post 377/6) inv., тобтоу ib. 6, 7 (L.); II? 1635.31, 36, 
78, 80 (post 374/3) inv., also has бх, cf. no. 2 infra (L.); II 1639.10 (355/4) inv.: t6twv, тобтау 
ib. 14 (L.); П2 1611.210 (357/6) inv., also ottot ib. 40; томбтос: II? 1175.20 (ca. 360) decree 
(deme) (L:). Probably ОТОХ is for oftws in the defixio, IG 111.3, no. 110.2 (400—375) (not 
Attic?). 
2) <(х), 996, ddeic, etc.: II? 11780.12 (init. s. IVa.), II? 10780.1 (init. s. IVa.) sep. monuments; 
12 1237.36, 37 (396/5) decree (phratry), also тото-, тообтос, and tovto-, cf. no.1 supra; 
II? 1635.112, 116, 121 (post 374/3) inv., also toto-, cf. по. 1 supra (L.); ІП? 1425.206 (368/7) 
inv. (L.); II 111.58, 60, 64, 83 (363/2) decree, ойх in ib. 59, 64, etc. (L.); I? 1427.8 (ca. 365?) 
inv. (L.); IP. 11169.1 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., line 9 (= Siewert 
pp.5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou A, рр.79--87) oath (ephebes), but où in 
ib. 6, 7, 6x perhaps due to careless omission? cf. ovevxfjoo for ovovyrjoo in ib. 8, cf. 13.023, no. 5; 
II? 2362.12 (338/7) decree, cf. о00еубс, о0бер(а ib. a9, a 10, о986 restored ib. a8 (L.). 
3) Вб: II? 1358.6, 20, 21, 35, 43 (375—350) sacred calendar, also Boc ib. 8, 9, 41, 55; АЈА 40 
(1936) p. 461, no. 2, line 3 (373/2) decree: B]óv. Вот@бтс: IP 111.3 (363/2) decree (L.). 
4) Ш.Отос: II? 4321.3 (ante 350) ded. (priv.). 
5) Улобіас: II? 104.3 (368/7) decree (L.). 
6) Хомієбс, Убуюу, Łoviáðns: II? 1388.8 (398/7) inv.; II? 1400.48 (390/89) inv. (L.); Hesperia 
7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no.1, lines 4, 95 (363/2) decree (genos), also Хомуі- ib. 69, 70; 112 2822.9 
(349/8) ded.; II? 7425 (ca. 350? cf. p. 258 supra) sep. mon. 
7) аходоӨдута ZPE 25 (1977) p. 243, line 15 (post 403/2) sacred calendar, Вобу ib. 28, 55. 


22.00-24.00 Diphthongs with long first element 


Here the tendency was to delete the second and shorter element of the diphthong. In 
д, т, and wr the deletion has occurred by the end of the Hellenistic Period (cf. 22.00 
infra), with the result that they fall together with the original long vowels à, 1), and 
€, and diverge from at, £t, and ot. In the case of ёх there is evidence of deletion of 
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the v in the earlier Roman Period, but it was clearly not general, and with the loss of 
vowel quantity original àv and dv fall together and the use of A for av disappears (cf. 
24.00 infra). In the fourth century B.C. there is increasing use of EI as grapheme for 
original ті, which indicates shortening of the long first element and possibly even 
monophthongization to [е'] (cf. 23.00 infra); a similar use of OI for ox also occurs, but 
is very rare (cf. 17.03, pp. 335 ff. supra). 


22.00 Monophthongization of 01, ть, о 


22.01 Evidence 480—200 B. C. 


22.011 п. ~ п. Evidence that qt was simplified to т before such a development in at 
and wu makes it necessary to treat it separately for the early period. 

Before 400 В.С. In this period there is no convincing evidence of monophthong- 
ization of ть where forces of analogy tended to preserve the diphthong, viz. the dative 
sing. of n-stems, the subjunctive, and the verbal augment. The isolated example тбу 
лолбу Ё &hade in the decree, 12 94.35 (418/7), is probably a careless omission; less 
likely due to suppression of intervocalic iota. In the inv., 12 374.198 (408/7), Еу 
K]o(Ae Боїкбу is an abbreviatory shortening, cf. others in ib. 231, 308—9, etc. (L.). 

Cf. perhaps ENEOINOIOIEN on a bf. vase, ABV p.147, no.5 (other vases with Exekias), if 
really for Еу Ё olvow totev and not a nonsense text. AYOBEVOKAIMEOIAES on а bf. vase 


of Group E, ABV p.136, по. 50 (= CVA, USA 12, plate 12), could be xai ий &Cyn(Uc, but xai 
р'Євсуєс seems preferable. 


There is, however, in the earliest texts in Ionic script of the late fifth century already 
an occasional wavering between HI and EI in the dative sing. of n-stems and the 
subjunctive (one case of EI) (cf. p.369 infra for the examples). This sporadic use 
of EI for HI may indicate that the diphthong nu has passed or is passing from [e] to 
[е7]; or it may be due to uncertainty about the length of the diphthong's first element 
since there was no corresponding short diphthong to contrast with тү, (because of the 
monophthongization of original [e'] to Ге") as there was in the case of ot vs. wt (cf. 
23.00). 

Where nt was not subject to the analogy of larger morphological systems, for 
example in nouns like xXfjc, *Аоцоттудтус, etc., there is some evidence of monoph- 
thongization even in the fifth century. Thus Prof. E. Vanderpool has pointed out to me 
three unpublished ostraca from the Agora collection with 'Agictéósc for "Аоіот(һбтіс 
(dated 482, cf. Hesperia 15 [1946] p.274, no. 12). These texts are all in Attic script, 
and E could thus represent either [e] (later EI) or [e] (later Н), but it is virtually 
certain that E is for [e] here, as only EI or E occur as variants for HI in this type of 
word in the earlier fourth century, never H; note also the spelling xA£c (with E = [e']) 
in a text as early as 368/7 (cf: 23.0112, p.370 infra). The ostraca spellings may 
of course be careless omissions or inaccurate renditions of diphthongs, but it should 
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be noted that the т of °Аоотђфтс is precocious in other respects: "Aguotldovu is 
one of the earliest examples of iota for ev from ті (334/3, cf. 9.022, no.6) which 
may be reasonably supposed to be more than a graphic mistake. An even earlier 
example of iota for є, from ть may perhaps be seen in the spelling Аіүїбі, occurring 
on a choregic dedication dated by the name of the archon to 352/1, cf. Deltion 25 
(1970) p.147, no.7 and plate 45 (cf. 9.022, no.2); since normally, however, the 
names of phylai are rather conservative in their orthography and lag behind in the use 
of EI for HI, this example may be a clerical error (cf. 23.011r, pp.374ff. infra). 
There is also the spelling Boio(c on а sep. mon. dating roughly to the middle of the 
fourth century, cf. II? 10983 (cf. 9.022, no. 3). 


The Olvn& IIawóvovt&i of the choregic ded., Hesperia 29 (1960) p.85, по. 165 (= new fr. of 
II? 3064) (384/3), is some sort ot clerical mistake: the iota of Oivijiót has ended up after the alpha 
of THavétovtéit, cf. 15.011a, no.2, p.268 supra. The reading Васо cited by Kretschmer, 
Vaseninschriften p.84, note 3, from a rf. vase (= ARV? р. 1065, Mannheim painter по. 8), must 
be corrected to Вастіс (cf. FR plate 168.1). The Вохоєес оп a vase of the Brygos painter, 
ARV? p.369, no.1 (= НЕЕ 1, p.119, no. 8), could be for Вомоєс (i.e. Вооотс?) with a careless 
dittography, but it is perhaps better taken as an attempt. to spell a diphthong ending in 1, cf. 
Кооєсос̧ for Кооїсос оп ARV? p.238, Myson no. 1 (= CVA, France 9, plate 35) (cf. p.323 
supra); elsewhere in vases -etg or -ҮЦС, cf. 23.00, p. 369 infra. 


400-200 B. C. Occasional spellings like xAé¢ in an inv. of 368/7 probably indicate 
that ті has passed to [e] in such cases, i.e. it has already fallen together with EI 
= [e] of elvan, etc.; the comparative rarity of E is due to its increasing rarity for [e] 
in the course of the fourth century (cf. 9.012), while the retention of HI is probably 
a spelling conservatism: in most words EI is universal before 300 B.C., and by early 
Roman times I is well attested as a grapheme (details on individual words in 23.011 
a—r, pp.370 ff. infra). 


The development of the ті involved in larger morphological systems (as in туў, 
бохйыс), etc.) poses difficult problems. Неге too HI was largely replaced by EI as 
the normal grapheme by 300 B. C. But whereas EI developed in most positions to Т by 
about 200 B.C. (cf. 9.022), analogy prevented the EI of тицеї, etc. from developing 
to t. EI came to be regarded as an unsatisfactory grapheme because it normally 
represented i, and thus first in the subjunctive and then in the dative of n-stems EI 
was gradually replaced by a restored HI in the course of the second century B.C. (cf. 
23.012a—b, pp.377ff. infra). Since, however, in both these cases Н is clearly 
competing with HI at the time when EI is abandoned, there can be no question of the 
survival (or revival) of a diphthong in t in the second century B.C., or at least a 
monophthong is already competing with it (cf. p. 360 infra). 


a) But there is also some evidence of monophthongization of qt, or of event, Бу 
the second half of the fourth century B.C., i.e. that аотђ ~ аотєї was pronounced 
[a"-te-]. The evidence is of three types. First there are a very few examples of E (i.e. 
E for EI = [е']) or H for nu іп the fourth or even the third century B.C.: 
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1) KeAeón, ef ô ці AE 1971 pp. 137ff., line8 (400—375) decree inscribed on small bronze 
plaque (cf. p.2 supra); as this case is somewhat earlier than the others it might be only a clerical 
slip; but note a case of nu = [e'] just as early (no. 1, p.356 infra) (L.); 

2) I? 120.35-36 (353/2, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p.286) decree: ёу vij xoAx[o81]] же ате лобс 
(reading difficult because of the worn condition of the stone, but almost certainly correct, L.); 
elsewhere in this text, which does use both E and EI as graphemes for [e], only HI and EI 
occur for тр, as in the dat. sing. of n-stems, cf. vij. xoXxoO fixer іп ib. 13, 24, etc.; there are 
crudities like үрарраттеёас in ib. 16; (х|атеабтес in ib. 41-42 (L.); 

3) Hesperia 7 (1938) p.281, по. 16, lines В16-17 (= 121438 + new frr.) (352/1 aut 351/0, 
cf. Hesperia 7 p.288) inv.: хадкобіхт (dat. sing.); this text contains a few careless omissions, 
i.e. -m of 1(0068т) omitted earlier on in line 16 (= IP? 1438.41) or Єхєрбупа for ЕХефдутауо. 
eight lines later (= II? 1438.49). 

Note that no.2 and no.3 are closely related texts. The inv. in no.3 is based on the inv. at the 
conclusion of the decree in no. 2; this original inv. of the objects in the chalkotheke was prepared 
by the yoappatets ó xatà xovvave(av along with other officials (cf. lines 18-19 of по. 2), who 
is now known to be the ФОИох бус mentioned.in lines 13-14 of no.3 (by comparison with 
II? 138.2—3 and II? 139.3, cf. Hesperia 7 p.286), yeappatets ó хата meutaveiav іп 353/2. The 
statement that this Фідохідто Еоттүсеу the inv. In no.2 is not correct, for the supervising of the 
actual carving of no.2 was done by the yoappateùs тўс Волс (cf. по. 2, lines 18-19) and is 
probably due to the appearance of Philokedes’ name as secretary іп a heading at the top of 
no.2 (cf. IP. 107; Hesperia, loc. cit.). Whether Philokedes or the other official prepared the final 
papyrus copy of no. 2 given to the stone-cutter, the inv. in no. 3 was based upon the inscribed 
text of no. 2, but its final сору was presumably prepared by a different individual, the unknown 
youppateds tois tapia тфу тўс Өео0. 

4) ti móe П2 1623.151 (333/2) шу. (L.); 


5) ёс дт йе"| 12706.8 (295—287 аш paulo post 262, cf. Petirka, Enktesis p.96; SEG 24.121) 
decree; there is no doubt that the space after the E was left blank (L.); 

6) ті “Афтүуді Il? 674.16 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.42, no.6) (273/2) decree; could be 
suppression of intervocalic iota? (L.); 

7) хо\Мотє xai do(ove Hesperia 28 (1959) p.278, no.7 (archon of 249/8 mentioned) ded. 
(priv.); Woodhead's suggestion (cf. Hesperia 28 p.279, note 9) that this is an archaizing use of 
E instead of H (nom. or dat. here?) is unattractive in a text of this period; the ev of ход (aver 
in II? 4665, II? 4667, ЇЇ? 4668 is just єї for nu normal by this time, cf. ['Ag]ooó(vev of IP 4681. 
холМотє xai doí(ote would then probably be & for ту, with careless omission of the t (twice?) 
or evidence for monophthongization of et + ту, to [e:]. 

The next example is Е|убехбту in II? 973.5, a decree of 204/3 B. C. (cf. 22.021, no. 1), but it 
properly belongs with the series of similar examples of the second century B.C. (cf. p.360 
infra). 

There might be an additional example in the metrical sep. mon., II? 5421 а(іп add.) (ca. 360), 
for which an old copy (the stone is lost) records: vij9'àvéOnxav (end of а hexameter); but this 
copy may have regularized the spelling. 

In the decree, II? 159 (ante 353/2), read in line 3: ХОМЛ бус, not ХОАХХ Өү (L.). 


In 122654 (post 363/2) "Ixxotouóóe occurs twice (Тллотоцадеї once); although not at the 
end of the physical line, these spellings are most likely abbreviatory shortenings in a mortgage 
horos (also has Філоӛйшоь for Propor, cf. 17.03, no. 1, p.336 supra; Aego0éo Чллото- 
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pads, cf. 22.012 p.358 infra). Certainly abbreviatory shortenings are: фубот, тобтт, бшбе- 
nate, ёу@тє (all dative sing.) in a sacred calendar, BCH 87 (1963) pp. 603ff., lines E39, А 58, 
A14, E2 (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, по.18) (375—350?); Птоуҙе in а cat. of 
dramatic victors, cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) p.116, no.22, line 11 (ca. 251/0). There is also the 
spelling Arjov for Мроюу on an inv. of 368/7, cf. II? 1425.264, which looks like loss of intervocalic 
iota (cf. 10.02, p.209 supra). 

Фераєфбут in а defixio of the beginning of the fourth century may be another case of for 
ni, cf. IG Ш.З, no. 101.3; but perhaps the word is vocative here. 


This is a very small number of examples of E and H for nu during this period. And 
yet the rarity of E at least is not surprising upon consideration of the rarity of E for 
£v (= [е-]) after ca. 350 (cf. 9.013); nor would it be reasonable to expect much use of 
H for ек from ту. if a monophthongization to (е:| is assumed, for instances of confusion 
of and є = [е'] can scarcely be found at this time (cf. 8.03). 


b) There is, however, another type of spelling which suggests that et and nu are 
identical by the later fourth century. When the Ionic script was adopted, HI was 
reserved for the dative sing. of y-stems and for xóAe (cf. 23.0124, рр.381-382 
infra), whereas EI was the spelling for datives from -es- and -eu-stems. Thus yeap- 
patei is the only spelling found, cf. 12 108 1.32 (410/9), not in Ionic script, but 
H= [e] throughout, also Аехедекі ib. 38; 121.28 (403/2); 1231.16 (386/5); IP 
37.16 (post 383); o@éve іп ІІ? 15.8 (ca. 395/4); Васідєї іп 112 34.11 (384/3) all 
decrees; etc. The use of HI іп this kind of dative is extremely rare before 360 B.C., but 
thereafter this and similar cases of HI = eu become rather more common: 


1) ?Anpox]o&átm. II? 1375 а.25 (399/8? based on a plausible restoration of the archon's 
name) inv.; there is no doubt of the reading PATHI, although the small amount of text preserved 
makes restoration risky; the two frr. II? 1375 a and II? 1375b probably do not belong together: 
the letters on fr. a are uniformly 0.006 т wide, but those on fr. b are anywhere from 0.007 to 
0.008 m wide (L.). The lettering of fr. a is appropriate to an early fourth-century date. Perhaps 
some sort of morphological confusion similar to later confusion of -nv and - in the acc. is at 
work here; 

2) GoaovxAij SIG? no.1259.b4 (= IG Ш.3, p. іі [Praefatio]) (init. s. IVa.) epistle on lead 
tablet; 

3) бох, (must be indicative) II? 107.12 (368/7) decree (L.); 

4) төг yoaypjatiı II? 148.7— 8 (356/5) decree (L.); 

5) яровор йл II? 1678.a B 56—57 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv.; 

6) Подмебхлу, Подошібти 02 1544.8 (333/2) inv.; 

7) "АлоМофбуту II? 1672.190 (329/8) іпу.; 

8) ходх II? 1673.42 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p.112) inv.; the blank space was left inten- 
tionally because of a fault in the stone's surface (stone examined by K. Clinton); 

9) тетођотіс II? 1628.216, 219, 223, 226, 227 (326/5) inv., alongside tetengers ib. 215, 220, 
224, 225 (L.); 

10) tetenents ІІ? 1629.341, 342 (325/4) inv., vevofjon(ic) ib. 338, 339, 340; alongside 
тетойоєцс ib. 348, 352, 354, 449, 450, etc.; for Mx El, Лахи]ё8с іп ib. 160, 161, cf. с) 
infra (L.); 

11) Etn I? 2498.18 (321/0) loc. 


Monophthongization of би, ть о 357 


In all these cases there is of course the possibility of morphological confusion, and 
in particular in the case of the dative singulars in -nı бог -et there might be confusion 
of the -n¢, -ov, -11, -nv declension type with the -1(с, -ovc, -єї, - type found in the 
Hellenistic Period (cf. Morphology). But this confusion may have been fostered in the 
dative if nu has passed to (е). Certainly in тоот there seems to be genuine hesi- 
tation between HI and EI as graphemes for [е], as nominatives of these types are 
almost invariably written with -єкс (ог -єс, with E for [e']) in the fourth century, and 
the absence of a diphthong can be seen іп the fifth-century spellings with -e¢: cf. 
12 75.16, 12 97.12. (acc. and nom. pl. were both іп [e's]). If it is not just a careless 
omission, the spelling téAe for véAei in the decree, I? 107.2 (409/8, cf. SEG 21.54) (cf. 
16.01, no.9, p.300 supra), is further confirmation for absence of a diphthong in the 
dative singular. 


Some of the late examples of (бхоо)лбАтр may also belong here; note dxgondAnt in Il? 333, 
a decree of 335/4 with marked preference for НІ in the dat. sing. of n-stems (cf. 23.0124 infra). 
”Арүтос for the expected "Аруєїос on the ded., II? 3038.5 (364/3), might be like the cases of 
НІ for et just cited, but it could also be a survival of the original -nuog spelling or be due to non- 
Attic influence. Cf. Посідтифу, name of the Attic month, in an inv. of the Attic amphiktyons on 
Delos, I? 377.17 (434—432). Cf. 10.02a, p. 209 supra. 


с) A third type of evidence for passing of qt to a long vowel by the later fourth 
century is the rare instances of HI for 1. Two sep. monuments dated са. 350 В.С. (on 
the basis of style only) have names ending in -HI which are used parallel to names in 
the nominative singular and seem thus necessarily to have been intended as nomi- 
natives: МаХӨбхтһ Il? 12023 а (in text); Анфаоетть II? 12427 а (in text). Presumably 
these persons were not Athenian citizens, as no demotics (or ethnics) are given. But 
the same use of HI for т can probably be seen in тоџһоао[ҳо! іп a now lost naval 
inv., II? 1612.101 (356/5). The use of HI for n presumably indicates that the iota of 
nt was silent, cf. the later use of HI, QI, and AI, for т, о, and à when iota was cer- 
tainly no longer sounded (cf. 22.031). 


But in the inv., II? 1629.160, 161 (325/4) (cf. b) supra, no. 10), the stone has МилааёЁс, 
Ложхж)бЕс (L.); the В is certainly not HI or a ligature for EI, but E corrected to Н. 

Some would not only accept the foregoing evidence for monophthongization of nu by the 
second half of the fourth century, but would push this sound change back to the earliest occur- 
rences of EI for nt in texts in Ionic script of the later fifth century. But that spelling could 
indicate hesitation between a long and a short diphthong, i.e. [et] versus (е) (cf. 23.00, 
pp. 368 ff. infra); but note the early date of HI for & in b) supra, no. 1. Others would argue 
for retention of a diphthong in аотђ. / аотеї until a much later date, explaining até, xadAiote, 
etc. as due to careless omission, and Éwnt, tereni, etc. as due to morphological confusion. And 
yet the examples іп а)-с) supra seem slightly too numerous to rule out pronunciation of ту, 
whether spelled HI or EI, as a long vowel, at least in some quarters. The change to a long vowel 
must certainly have occurred by the second century B. C., as HI and H are competing graphemes 
for it when EI is abandoned at that time as the grapheme (cf. 22.021 infra). Even as late as that 
period, however, the diphthongal pronunciation might have continued to exist as a variant, but 
there is some evidence against this (cf. p. 360 infra). 
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Cases of HI for є, after 300 B.C. are virtually unknown. For ¿mpéànņiav, novtaviay, cf. 
9.031, nos.3, 12, pp.203—204 supra; for Avoxàti, cf. 23.0122, p.380 infra; for the poetical 
&убо1үїос, "Aofjioc, cf. 9.031, p. 203 supra. 


22.012 ài, we before 200 B.C. There is very little evidence of any monophthongi- 
zation in either of these diphthongs before the second century B.C. In the case of «x 
the occasional confusion of w and ot in the later fourth century is a good indication 
that wt was still a diphthong at that time (cf. 17.03). The following instances of w for 
€ are almost certainly careless omissions: 

1) év тб лобуғо! I? 253.267 (411/0) inv.; 

2) еутіф &&oc IP 1237.76—77 (396/5) decree (phratry); 

3) еутф хаоГеАтрлудоТа xoóvox II? 347.14 (332/1) decree (L.); 

4) ёхёро (dative) II? 2724.10 (319/8) horos; 

5) Ай poet то((ттоау I? 844/845 B.9 (fin. s. V a. aut init. s. IV а.) lex sacra (early copy only); 

6) хпоф IG HL3, по.55.а16 (325/4?, cf. Wilhelm, JOAI 7 [1904] pp. 107 ff.) defixio, has other 
careless mistakes. 

In the mortgage horos, II? 2654 (post 363/2), Aweo8éw Чллоторадє in lines 7-9 is probably 

a graphic mistake caused by two iotas in succession; note Purodijpor for ФОобтрон іп ib. 9, 

which would argue against monophthongization of wu (cf. 17.03, no.1, p.336 supra); the 

text also has Чллоторбде twice for 'Ixxovouóáóet (cf. 22.011 a, p. 355 supra). 

Also an abbreviatory shortening: Еу Өооһхф, cf. Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208ff., lines 464—465, 

468—469 (= 11? 1556.14-15, 18—19) (ca. 330—320) inv. 

The sep. mon., II? 10652, with the text “Auquror|Badvdixo (entire text) (L.), cannot be апу 
later than 300 В.С. because of the style of the monument, and the lettering certainly looks са. 
350 (note also O for ov). As no demotic is given, the person is not likely to have been an Athenian, 
or even freeborn. I have not been able to find another example of the name, and as there аге по 
figures depicted on the monument, which is complete, there is no way to tell whether the 
individual was ”Арфшос or ”Арфцф. If the masculine name is assumed, we may have ап 
actual dative here, as the name is not used parallel to names in the nominative as in the two texts 
with HI for y cited in 22.011c, p.357 supra. If a feminine name is assumed we may have 
here a case of QI for о, but it might also be a genuine nominative, as the nominative was in -w 
in names of this type in certain Doric dialects (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1 p.478, no.6.2). On another 
sep. mon. of the fourth century С. Daux has advanced the reading vA, cf. ВСН 92 (1968) 
p. 756; but it remains uncertain whether the mark Daux took for iota is really a letter or not, cf. 
Deltion 20 (1965) Chronika p. 121 and plate 94a. If Puán is correct, it could be a case of QI 
for о, as other names on the monument аге in the nominative, but it might also be the Doric 
nominative just cited. 

In the defixio, AM 73 (1958) p.97, по.2, line7 (= SEG 21.1093), dated to са. 400 on the 
basis of stratigraphy, uev'éxévoxv for uevéxévow is due to confusion in using the Ionic script 
(cf. pp. 50, 161 supra); both H and E are used for n. 

In the decree, P 77.2 (= IG I, no.8), read óéu]oi. 


For би there are almost no examples of omitted iota before 300 B.C.: the t46evaia| 
alnagyév of Р 456 (fin. s. Vla./init. s. Va.) bronze ded., is clearly some sort of 
clerical mistake (cf. 15.0112, no.1, p.268 supra). Also ta@evaia ёлаохёу оп one 
of these bronze dedications, cf. 12408 (ante 480), and Еоүоу ’A@evaia: of 12 730 
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(ante 450) ded. are apt to be careless omissions (in the second a gen. sing. may have 
been intended). The тана of II? 1672.112 (329/8) inv., is an abbreviated spelling for 
tapiaiv; Піотіс in ib. 52 is probably the same sort of shortening (for IIvoxíot) or a 
casual omission, of which this document contains a good many others. On the sep. 
mon., ІІ? 10851 (ca. 350), “Аохаүбоов for "Аохоүбоа is a false reading: the mark to 
the right of the final alpha does not appear to be a letter (cf. Kirchner's note in 
IG II?). 

In the third century ot and wt are no longer confused much (cf. 17.03, p.335 

supra) and thus (атоб in 12 9052.9, a sep. mon. dated early in the century, might be 
more than a casual omission, although the example is isolated. 
There is also a graffito from the Agora of this century which reads халх, cf. Agora 21, p. 43, 
no. F199. Note also the graffito Avovóoo on a kantharos dated either to the third or second 
century B.C., cf. Agora 21, p.55, no. G21 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.374, fig. 39). If later than 
200 B.C., it belongs with the examples in 22.021, pp. 360— 362 infra. 

The condition of the stone makes the reading of line 8 of the honorary decree passed by 
troops stationed at Sunium, 112 1270 (298/7), uncertain, but хогу! xai (ќол d'ya8óv is most 
likely to be right (L.) (cf. 34.021h, p.431 infra), with no omission of iota. In Il? 1534A.108 
(291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., the correct interpretation is еУ56 ші rather than év ócE(a(u) (L.). In 
another decree of troops at Sunium, II? 1308 (ca. fin. s. Ша.), read in line 11: ібіоф ё] хботох. 

There is inadequate evidence that internal av and wu before consonants ceased to be 
diphthongs earlier than final & and ом, which were members of a paradigm of 
terminations. teayws- first appears in the second century B.C., after two texts with 
tà for tõ (cf. 22.021 infra). Both "At6ov and "Aó[ov occur on a defixio dated 
loosely to the fourth century B.C., cf. Ziebarth, GGN 1899 p. 113, no. 15, lines 10, 15, 
but in a text of this type a purely graphic mistake is clearly possible. The sep. mon. 
with боб, II? 8921, is dated only vaguely to the third century B. C.; either a careless 
omission or a precocious case of à for бл such as occurs in the next century. 

Some of the earlier examples of œ for «x in pre-vocalic position are probably cases 
of omission of intervocalic iota (cf. 10.00 supra); cf. A@ov in the decree, 112 333.25 
(335/4), and лаобос, an infrequent variant for xagótog on lead cavalry pinakia 
found in the Ceramicus (this group all of the third century B.C.), cf. 10.022, p.208 
supra. 


22.02 Evidence after 200 B. C. 


22.021 200 B. C.—end of the first century В.С. The iota is clearly no longer being 
sounded in all three diphthongs by the second half of the second century, and probably 
somewhat earlier. 

In the case of - the century is characterized by a restoration of HI or H for the EI 
which had become almost universal by the third century (except in Пі), because of the 
change in et, which became |і") (cf. 23.012a—c infra). The replacement of Үүл) is 
earlier in the subjunctive (ca. 175—150 В.С.) than in the dative of y-stems (after ca. 

130 B. C.), for reasons which are not entirely clear. In any case, there is no doubt that 
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H and HI are already being confused both in the subjunctive and the dative during 
their respective restorations, and in the dative -nı the return of eta does not pre-date 
the occasional use of А and Q for & and wt. Thus in the dative of n-stems the 
diphthong was probably not restored in pronunciation, but merely orthographically, 
because the additional iota was in writing at least the specific mark of the dative in 
the paradigm. Therefore it tended to maintain itself long after it ceased to be heard. 
The analogical pattern which operated was: 

“ХФра, хфоос, хорау : уфой, but normally still written XOPAI = тїшї, тїс, 
тыштуу : тшй], but normally still written TIMHI. 

One might argue that diphthongal pronunciation of G1, nt, and «x still existed as а 
variant, but that does not accord as well with the occurrence of HI and H, AI and A, 
etc. in the same text, nor for cases of HI for т as in 22.031 infra. 

In the subjunctive H enjoys about as much popularity as HI because in the analogical 
pattern Avopev, Avete : AvEtc, Aver = Aóopev, Мтте : Anc, Aún, the iota of AveEts, 
Aver does not mark the forms within the paradigm to the same degree as it does іп 
y oa vs. хорол because the -s and -ø perform this function. The first examples appear 
ca. 175 B.C. (nos.2, 3, 5 infra). But H is not universal in the subjunctive (cf. 23.012b 
infra). 

The earliest case of H for nı in the dative is in a decree of 204/3, slightly before the 
beginning of the second century (по. 1 infra). The first case of Q for wt is in a text 
dated to 168/7 (no.4 infra), and several others follow soon after 150 В.С., when А 
first appears for бл. When the large ephebic decrees begin in 127/6 H and HI аге 
interchanging in the dative singular, and Q and А are occurring for wt and би, EI for 
те rapidly disappears from these texts and is very rare in the first century. Some texts 
exhibit pronounced preferences for H, НІ, or EI (cf. 23.012). 

Indication of the equal phonetic value of H and HI, A and AI, etc. is the occasional 
writing of HI for H, as in the nominative singular. Examples of this type of thing begin 
to occur (rarely) in the second century, and while never common, after ca. 100 B.C. 
they may appear on public documents (cf. 22.031). It is likely that the vowel n was 
by this time less open in quality than it had been in the Classical Period, cf. the increase 
in confusion of т and є = [e] in the later Hellenistic Period (cf. 7.02) and the use of H 
for & before vowels, where & had not been itacized but remained (ег) (cf. 9.031). For 
the subsequent itacism of т апа nt in the later Roman Period, cf. 8.02 supra. 

Lit.: MS? рр. 67—68, notes 586—588; Lademann, pp. 41—44; Sturtevant, pp. 56—58. 


Earliest examples of а, n, ©: 
NB: According to modern epigraphical convention q, y, Ф are printed for A, H, Q on the 
stone, and at, ту, ах for AI, HI, QI. Cf. addenda. 
1) бубекбту, бубемате II? 973.5 (204/3) decree (L.); 
2) ТІР 1329.20 (175/4) decree (orgeones); th ib. 26; 
3) бох II? 907.13 (ca. 170) decree; 
4) тф дедтоол II? 945.5 (168/7) decree (L.); 
5) EAOn I? 1330.49 (post 163) decree (synodos of technitai); алоХарфаму ib. 55; 
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6) oóxóoxn IP? 983.8 (са. 150) decree (L.); 

7) "Хувіа II? 4457.6 (post 150) ded.; үбуй ib. 10, but wr in ib. 4, 5; 

8) tõ шүгобио xati II? 971.24 (140/39) decree, хогуү) ib. 18; оз, ти, al. (L.); 
9) xoayo5oic II? 1227.31 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); ть, «x al.; 

10) ón&ágxp II? 1331 (in add.).7 (ca. 130) decree (synodos of technitai); 

11) Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff. (= Hesperia 15 [1946] p.201, no.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] 
p. 71, no. 37) (127/6) decree (series of five). Of the five decrees, nos. I and П have 1) through- 
out with no exceptions; nos. Ш-У have both т and et; the only case of w is тосүшбоіс in 
no. II (line 97); cf. p. 379 infra; 

12) ty Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 158, no. 92, line 7 (bis) (124/3) decree, дуавеї тОхе ib. 8; 

13) II? 1006 (122/1) decree, has п/тм/ et; а ib. 79, оь al.; œ ib. 13, 31, 61,841 

14) ІР 1008 (118/7) decree, has 11/1), w/a; 

15) Hesperia 40 (1971) p.96, no. 1 (125—100?) decree, ть w, а, «x once each; 

16) ву II? 1228.14 (116/5) decree (Salaminian cleruchs), віоєвтоау ib. 19; 

17) IP 1012 (112/1) decree, has & / pn, w/w; 

18) 1 II? 1014.2 (109/8) decree, Ехтт ib. 4, wr ib. 5; 

19) II? 1011 (106/5) decree, n, ф almost always; a ib. 68, av ib. 8, 68; 

20) стій ЭмӨбур II? 1054.30 (ante 100) decree, тү, ib. 15 (3 times), 17; và буран ib. 13, wr 
ib. 27; 

21) éavió II? 1023.2 (fin. s. IIa.) decree, бох ib. 26; n./&, av al.; 

22) alai тў Movoy Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 468, no. 28, line 3 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (metrical); 

23) ӨодЕ II? 8902 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; 

24) ӨодЕ II? 8924 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

25) Өойхес Hesperia 29 (1960) p.21, no.27, line 4 (s. ПЛа.) decree (orgeones), tei, tat al.; 

26) ЇР 1028 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree, has n/n, voayoóoi ib. 48, 100, wr al.; а ib. 8, 
ar ib. 57; 

27) аүоод II? 1029.37 (96/5) decree, at ib. 6, 13; ті ib. 6, / єї, wi; 

28) Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 165, по.97 (= II? 1050) (ca. 80?) decree, has ть о throughout; 

29) тоху d yaf) Hellenika 1 (1928) pp. 233 ff., line 6 (83/2) cat. and decree, труп бүвӨт ib. 15, 
vij. Вол. ib. 16, unxodov ib. 6, tõ ербн ib. 9; has also Хоотон for Хоотф (cf. 22.031, 
no. 6, p. 366 infra); 

30) Hesperia 17 (1948) p.29, no.13 (74/3—63/2, not 64/3, cf. Agora 15, p.214, no.265) 
decree, has y once, тү, 4 times, at once; 

31) охербуш Фу II? 1049.11 (57/6, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.170, no. 101) decree, тф 
BovAevtmo([o ib. 19 (there is no doubt of these readings despite the texts printed in IG II? 
and later editions, cf. Agora 15, p. 216, no. 268), but tñ ib. 2, тбэ ib. 8 (all L.); 

32) yóvo II? 1717.5 (56/5) cat. of archons; 

33) IP? 1046 (52/1) decree, has n/n; їєоф ib. 18, wr al.; а ib. 26, 30; also has wt wrongly for 
w (cf. 22.031, no.7, p.366 infra); 

34) Hesperia 12 (1943) р. 56, no. 14 (са. 50-40) pryt. cat., has p/m w/ wt; 

35) тф Hesperia 13 (1944) p.262, no. 15 (49/8?) ded.; 

36) хоп II? 3490.6 (ca. 50) ded.; 

37) II? 1048 (46/5, cf. Agora 15, p. 222, no. 281) decree, has уу, ©; 

38) II? 1042 (ca. 41/0) decree, has y once in line a5 (L.), nu 4 times (once in a5, L.); teaywdav 
ib. 48, ev al.; a ib. a6 (bis) (L.), av ib. a3 (L.); 

39) II? 1043 (38/7) decree, has а twice in line 11, at ib. 69; n/m; w/w; has also at wrongly for 
а (cf. 22.031, no. 10, р. 366 infra) (L.); 
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40) II? 1051 (cf. Hesperia 36 [1967] p. 66, no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree, has n/n; w/a; 
in line b3 read: évvxvtó xa[---, not éviavt@ as in ІС II2; other readings of IG II? are 
Correct (L.); 

41) Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 65, no. 31 (s. Та.) lex sacra, iota omitted throughout; 

42) |Левіабію Hesperia 15 (1946) p.222, no.51, line 21 (= new frr. of 123152, 23153) 
(s. Ia.) ded. (cf. 9.031, no. 36, p. 204 supra); 

43) Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 196, no. 47 (s. Ia.?) decree, has y once, nu 3 times; 

44) хдор II? 3499.5 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); 

45) хбо II? 4708 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); 

46) ті, Майор, охубёф II? 4707 (s. Іа.) ded. (ргіу.); 

47) Өрўтта IP 8903 (s. Ia.) sep. шоп. 

48) Өобтта II? 8908 а (in add. nova) (s. Ia.) зер. mon.; 

49) eloogac, aŭt (in Dorizing verse) СУ! 1, p. 522, no. 1740 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. 

With the foregoing belongs also the graffito Аюубооф cited p.359 supra if it is later than 

200 B.C., cf. Agora 21, p.55, по. G21 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.374, fig. 39) (fin. s. IIa./ init. 

s. Та.). 


22.022 Practices іп the Roman Period. To a considerable extent the spelling of à, 
nt, and wt remained unstandardized in Roman times. Some of the principal types of 
texts will be examined briefly. 

Decrees, Imperial Edicts, Letters. The number of texts of any bulk which can be 
dated fairly precisely is rather small. In some cases omission of iota was clearly 
avoided. Thus the letter of Plotina, II? 1099 (121p.), has only a single case of - in 
line 27, but -ті, -ox, etc. everywhere else; the much longer letter of Marcus Aurelius 
(ca. 175 p.), Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., also tries to use iota throughout (in- 
cluding misuse of iota as іп бус, etc., cf. no.28, p.366 infra; and rare spellings 
like болбоох-, ‘Howdy, cf. p. 364 infra), with only a very few exceptions, е. р. 
дудунаобі), line E27, ovvedoiw, E48, боо, E68, £AcuOcoía, E100. In these two texts 
the use of iota is probably artificial, as the occasional omissions show. А similar 
retention of iota occurs in a letter of Hadrian dated about 124/5 A.D., II? 1103 
(о only іп ‘Hgwd.avéc), and, perhaps surprisingly in view of the date, in a decree of 
about 220 A.D., II? 1078 (has xagoxnuévov in line 5, but never omits iota of final 
diphthongs). More often, however, it is the complete avoidance of iota which was 
preferred. Cf. e.g. a decree of 116/7 A.D., II? 1072; an edict of Hadrian, II? 1100 (ca. 
124 p.), and a letter of the same emperor, II? 1102 (131/2 p.); two copies of a decree of 
about 230 A. D., Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 125, по.31 (= ІІ? 1064 + new frr.) and 
Hesperia 32 (1963) p.26, по.27 (= Hesperia, suppl. 6 [1941] p.142, no.32); ап 
edict of 305/6 A.D., II? 1121. Note also the lengthy text with regulations of the 
Iobacchi, 112 1368 (ca. 162/3 p.), with only two cases of iota in the entire text: deu 
in line 99, xowvõ ib. 110. Other texts show hesitation between the two types of 
spelling. Cf. the decree, Hesperia 36 (1967) p.68, по.13 (= 12 1069 + IP 1119 + 
new frr.) (aet. Augusti); another decree, II? 1070 (paulo ante 19р.); the decree of 
hierateuousai, II? 1346, probably of the earlier first century A.D.; two copies of regu- 
lations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia, 12 1365 and 
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II? 1366 (s. Ip.); the decree, II? 1077 (209/10 p.); decree of honors to Julia Domna, 
HSCP, suppl.1 (1940) pp.521ff. (= 1121076; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.178, по.45) 
(196—217 p.). So also the series of letters of Marcus Aurelius and Commodus (са. 
176-180р.) normally avoids iota altogether, cf. Hesperia, suppl.6 (1941) p.108, 
по.24 (= IP? 1108 + new frr.), but t occurs twice оп the one most recently published, 
cf. Hesperia 30 (1961) p.231, no.31, which also has «. A similar hesitation can be 
seen on another series of letters of Commodus, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 12 (1967) pp.187— 
193 (= IP 1112 + new frr.) (182—184p.). 

Inventories, Catalogs. Unfortunately this type of text rarely offers enough connected 
prose to contain more than a very few cases of -nt, etc. The lengthy financial record, 
II? 2776, is an exception, however; iota is consistently omitted in it with the exception 
of tñ 1лл@бд in line 141, and it can reasonably be assigned to the reign of Trajan 
(cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476). 

Of the eph. catalogs which offer more possible cases of ти, etc. than the heading 
дуавй(ю) voxn()) there is scarcely a text in which there occurs a consistent retention 
of iota. The small fr., II? 1963 (13/2), has «x twice, but no heading (several cases of 
Фі46чс can be discounted as iota is always missing іп this word in Roman times); 
the much later П2 2113 (183/—191/2p.) has œ twice, tóxnt in heading, w restored 
ib. 6. Some texts have spellings both with and without iota, cf. П2 1967 (36/7 p.) 
II? 2024 (112/3р.); 12 2046 (paulo ante 140p.); 122119 (180/1—191/2p.); these 
contain a mixture of spellings within the body of text. But there are also quite a few 
eph. catalogs which have dyaðñı тоте in the heading, but omit iota consistently in 
the body of the text: e.g. 12 2044 (139/40p.) (only хойёу in line 34); II? 2052 
(145/6р.), œ in line 4, the correct reading in line 1 is ду)аӨтр, буть (L.); 122085 
(161/2p.); 12 2086 (163/4p.); 1122090 (165/6p.) (has dyaðñı [vóxm]); ІР 2208 
(212/3p. aut paulo post); 12 2199 (ca. 200p.) (heading is on left side); note also 
дуаві tone IT? 1990 (61/2 p.); |дүвдӨтү ог дүаӨ1) т|Оху IP 2235 (226/7—234/5 p.), 
«€ іп line3. This evidence suggests that there was a tendency to retain iota іп the 
spelling of dyaðñı vóynt because of its formulaic character. But аүаӨй тох does 
occur at the beginning of II? 2024, 122119, cited supra for a mixture of spellings 
within the text. Another group of eph. catalogs always omits iota (* indicates texts 
which have dya67 тохт in the heading): 121996 (84/5—92/3p.)* (L.); 12 2021 
(ante 112/3p.); 12 2026 (116/7p.)*; 112 2051 (144/5-149/50р.); П22124 (190— 
200 p.)*; II? 2191 (ca. 200р.); П2 2193 (198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55); 
II? 2201 (post 200p.)*; II? 2221 (217/8p. aut paulo post); etc. Cf. the orations of 
ephebes, II? 2291 а (has Anvotés), II? 2191b (ca. 190—200 p.). Many of these docu- 
ments have no other possible occurrences of these diphthongs except in the heading 
дүаӨб(1) vóxn()). Of this group a good number retains the spelling dyaðñı тохту, e.g. 
II? 2068 (155/6 p.) (L.); II? 2079 (158/9 p.) П2 2087 (163/4p.); II? 2097 (169/70 p.); 
II? 2128 (190--200р.); AE 1950/51 p.48, no.30 (= 122247 + 122250 + IP 2484) 
(ante 192/3p.); 112 2224 (223/4p., cf. Hesperia 30 [1961] p.256, no.56); 12 2239 
(238/9-243/4р.) (L.); IP 2245 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.); etc. The бүаӨў тоху spelling 
occurs in another group: II? 1998 (fin. s. Ip.); IP 2017 (paulo post 102 post); II? 2030 
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(118/9 p.); II? 2048 (140—142 p.); II? 2127 (190—200 p.). A third and smaller group 
has бүаӨў voxn: II? 1973 (40/1-53/4р.); 122032 (119/20—124/5p.); II? 2047 
(140/1 p.?). 

The occurrence of дуавійь тоҳті in such a large proportion of the headings, in- 
cluding some quite late examples, sometimes in texts which otherwise avoid the use 
of iota, clearly shows an artificial retention of -nu in this formula. In other cases the 
eph. catalogs seem to avoid the use of the ти, etc. spellings, and the spelling дуавії 
t6XN is also very frequent, even by 100 A.D. It is hard to see why аүаӨў тоту should 
occur and not dyaðñňı тбуп in these texts (reject dyaðñı túxní in H? 1995); perhaps 
the phrase was so automatic to the Athenians that it was treated almost as one word. 

On the pryt. catalogs there are scarcely any possible cases of the diphthongs nu, etc. 
except the phrase dya0fj() vóxn(). The frequent use of the dyaðñı топі spelling, 
even in quite late texts, supports the retention of iota seen here in the eph. catalogs, 
cf. e.g. 1121763 (ca. 132/3р.), II? 1771 (138/9-150/1р.), II? 1774 (167/8p.) (L.), 
1121775 (168/9p., 121776 (169/70p.) (dya8iü[u|vóxn), IP 1778 (169/70p.), 
П? 1788 (174/5p.), Agora 15, p.299, по.419 (= 112 1807 + new frr.) (188/9p.), 
II? 1825 (post ca. 217p.), etc. dyaðñ тохт is also frequent, cf. П2 1759 (96/7p.) 
(Ідуаві, v6]xn); ІР 1764.59 (141/2р.) (L.), II? 1765 (138/9р.), II? 1773 (166/7 p.), 
II? 1795 (184/5 p.), II? 1804 (ca. 197/8—199/200 p.) (|(дуаві т)буп), II? 1817 (paulo 
ante 220/1 p.) (L.). For the rather rarer дуаві vóyn cf. II? 1786 (ca. 170р.), II? 1787 
(post 170 p.). 


Dedications, sep. monuments. А good controlled sample is offered by the dedi- 
cations (on altars) to the emperor Hadrian, II? 3324-ІІ? 3380 and Hesperia 32 (1963) 
pp-61ff. (cf. SEG 21.705 —732), all containing the same text (although some are of 
course fragmentary) and dating to 132 A.D. Of these 41 have only ті or o or both, 
25 have only п or o or both spellings without t, and 13 have a mixture of spellings with 
and without iota. In the large group of sep. curse-texts set up ca. 150 A.D. by Herodes 
Atticus, II? 13188—1I? 13208, there is not a single case of тү, etc. except for the very 
dubious restoration үуфі1Ш in ІІ? 13190.27. By the end of the first century A.D. 
longer texts normally have only т, c, etc., e.g. 12 4193 (85/6—94/5 p.) ded., II? 13209 
(ca. 150p.) sep. mon., 123592 (165/6—168/9p.) ded., 112 3169/70 (253—257 p.) 
ded., etc.; or omission may be normal, with rare exceptions, cf. II? 13210 (ca. 150p.) 
sep. mon. The sort of thing seen in II? 3510 (ante 50 p.), a ded. with only тү, болбобҳос 
(3 times), is normal only in the early Roman Period, бадойуос, etc. being in use later. 
Note also the rarity of 'Hodióng in the large number of texts of about the middle of 
the second century A.D. associated with the sophist Herodes Atticus and his family 
(e.g. 123191, П23595-123605, 112 3733, 123734, 123969, II? 3970, II? 3977, 
II? 4063, II? 4073, II? 4074, etc.), with "Нофидпс only іп II? 3605.3 and IP 4072.5 —6. 
The retention of Жоға in the imperial letter of Marcus Aurelius, Hesperia, suppl. 13 
(1970) pp.3ff. (са. 175 p.), is unusual: *Hoáióng occurs in lines D8, E24, E49, E88, 
E90, E93; cf. the rare болбоох(ол, ib. E4 (this text is fond of iota, cf. p.362 supra; 
no. 28, p.366 infra). 
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The spellings with iota, however, by no means become extinct. A good many texts, 
even fairly late ones, contain a mixture of the two types of spelling, e.g. II? 3411 (post 
176p.), 1 3658.1 (са. 200р.), 1124529 (s. ПЛПр.), 124218 (s. Шр.), 12 4219 
(s. Шр.), dedications; ІІ? 13012 (ca. 150p.?), II? 13138 (ca. 150p.), AM 67 (1942) 
Р-110, по.212 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. The iota shows particular tenacity 
in the formula dyaðñı тбуті, frequent in dedications even in the third century A.D.: 
e.g. 12 3632 (post 150p.), II? 3679 (s. II/IIIp.), I 3680, II? 3682, II? 3687, II? 3688, 
II? 4217 (init. s. Шр.), II? 3699 (ante 250p.), II? 3670 (ante 266/7 p.) (L.). Of par- 
ticular interest are cases like II? 3632 (post 150p.), with дуавту, tóynt and -nı once іп 
line 21 “Хот; \Өё юу i іп ib. 17 is four syllables), but elsewhere іп the text - (twice) 
or -y (once); or II? 3667 (ca. 250 p.), with ФүвбӨїї тбуть in the heading, but -w thrice 
in the text; or IP 1739 (181—184 p.) with дуаві) тохт in the heading and -w once іп 
the text, but dyaðñı т0ут іп the subheading in line 11 (L.); this last text is a short cat., 
really more like a ded. in form. дуавії тоху is also found in dedications, e.g. II? 3577 
(ante 128/9p.), 112 3625 (post 150p.), 112 3643 (fin. s. Пр.), 12 3681 (init. s. Шр.), 
II? 3712 (s. Шр.), etc. 

Fairly unusual in preference for ті, etc. are the metrical dedication, II? 3662 (ca. 
200p.); a ded. to Julia Domna, II? 3416 (ante 208 aut 209 p.), with тү twice, and ox 
and би plausibly restored. Note the very late metrical ded., 12 4225 (ca. 410—412 p.), 
with лрорбхох. 

Sometimes the writing of the iota serves metrical purposes. Thus i іп the ded., II? 3606 (ca. 
175 p.), iota is normally omitted, but i in Вас ли (line 5) scanned Ва it necessarily appears; 
so also in "Axxatióny ib. 2, Хөс ib. 18, with diaeresis on the stone (but -wt in ib. 17 is 
different) (cf. 4.031, nos.3, 4, p.96 supra). So also баїбас, but бабоёдос іп II? 4841.8, 9 
(fin. s. IVp.) ded. (priv.); etc. Here опе is dealing with the metrical licence of diaeresis (cf. 
31.00, рр.411-412 infra), and there is no real relationship with the use of iota in prose 
texts. 


22.031 AI, НІ, and QI for à, т, w. Once nı and n, «x and о, etc. were identical in 
sound, uncertainty about proper use of iota after й, т, and о was inevitable, and 
spellings like й BovAnt, yvpvao(atg (gen. sing.), etc. occur. These spellings are well 
attested by the first century B.C., often in texts which omit iota іп at, ті, and o. The 
large decrees of the late second and early first centuries do not have these spellings 
(II? 1001-12 1035), but they do occur in a few decrees of slightly later date (nos. 5—11 
infra) (cf. addenda). After 100 A.D. most of the examples are on sep. monuments and 
private dedications; the imperial letters in nos. 28— 29 infra are exceptional. 

Three cases of HI for тү on fourth-century В.С. texts may be early examples of this type; two 
of them are sep. monuments of non-Athenians and the third cannot be confirmed (stone is lost) 
(cf. 22.011c, p.357 supra). That early cases like "Ашфціам, ván really contain cases of 
QI for w is very doubtful, and the reading 'Agxayógas for 'Agyayóoa on a fourth-century sep. 
mon. is not correct (cf. 22.012, pp. 358— 359 supra). 

The spelling офтша in the ded., 02 2869.4 (100/99) (оөтйов in ib. 3), could belong here; 
but confusion of оотӯо and офтецоа seems a more likely explanation (cf. 8.03, p. 171 supra). 


Lit.: MS? p.67, note 588; Lademann p. 42; Gignac p. 185. 
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Examples: 


1) тб Ged (dual) 12 1236.12 (ante 150) decree (genos); 

2) Bońðov II? 6078.2 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

3) dv for Ф II? 4694 (s. ПЛа.) ded. (priv.); 

4) Коокуб(оц II? 9067 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; 

5) блоубафіїтом II? 1055.24 (ca. 100) decree; 

6) Хоотфі (= Хоотф) Hellemika 1 (1928) pp.233ff., line4 (83/2) cat. and decree (cf. 
22.021, no. 29, p.361 supra); 

7) f Boudry IP 1046.31 (52/1) decree, уефисЕрос ib.28, KoXewvijüev ір. 7—8, Crndwrtal 
ib. 32, 6xtowr ib. 17, 25 (cf. 22.021, no. 33, p.361 supra); 

8) ех Ктһбфу II? 1053.6 (post 38/7, ante 31, cf. SEG 24.142) decree (L.); 

9) 'A8fjvauc II? 1063.16 (post 48/7) decree, "АӨйЦУолс) ib. 13-14; 

10) үзнуавіюіс (gen. sing.) II? 1043.21 (38/7) decree, фолоуісіс (gen. sing.) ib. 44 (cf. 
22.021, no. 39, p. 361 supra) (L.); 

11) толу II? 1343.26 (37/6) decree (soteriastai), vàvv ib. 44; cf. addenda; 

12) °'Ахтў Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 73, no. 142 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

13) "EXévni IP 9538 (s. Іа.) sep. mon.; 

14) [ñ] #5 А(оєйом» xó[yov Bov]Xiy xat fj фооАй тфу X II? 2803 (init. s. Їр.) ded.; 

15) 1 Е °Аоєќоо náyov Bovi xai fj Воо vov X II? 2804 (s. Ір.) ded.; 

16) ў é&'Aotíov náyov ovii xai fj BovAi] vov X II? 2805 (s. Ip.) ded.; 

17) Maga]bwivif{wv Hesperia 35 (1966) p.245, line 20 (= Hesperia 12 [1943] p. 66, no.18; 
02 3580 + new frr.) (ca. 60 p.) ded.; 

18) ‘ABovevia Kovoría: II? 4731 (з. Ір.) ded. (priv.); 

19) Ауф: II? 9302 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

20) Ель IP 13132 (s. Ep.) sep. топ. ` 

21) (Ф|Хонуброу II? 8814 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

22) Aavdi[x]nu II? 9739/40 (s. I p.) sep. mon.; 

23) AapBavétor II? 1366.17 (s. Ip.) regulations for cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus 
of Lycia, the correct Лацфамето in ib. 20 (L.); 

24) Моаҳѓут II? 9181 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. шоп. 

25) “Аш 02 9385 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 

26) fj ВоодХлү I 3798.2 (119/20 p.) ded.; 

27) үзу, II? 8447 (ante 150p.) зер. mon.; 

28) буол xai x[Gxv]ov Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line C15 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter, 
леовилеоом ib. D2, éniyetgoén. ib. E41 (this text fond of iota, cf. p.362 supra, р. 364 
supra); 

29) букацііам Hesperia, suppl. 12 (1967) pp. 137—193, line 22 (= 11? 1112 + new frr.) (182— 
184p.) imp. letter; 

30) КоХиотобттк IP 7439 (s. Пр.) sep. шоп. 

31) “Хул, II? 9539 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

32) fev for йу II? 12628.5 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., has ёЁБаётт (acc. sing.) ib. 6; 

33) үзуі II? 6649 (s. Ц/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

34) [Z]tgatd Avovvoiov Aly[ Agora 17 p.173, no.984 (= II? 7986, incorrect) (s. I/I p.) 
sep. mon.; the woman was certainly foreign, most likely ALywitis or А(үултіо (I read the 
final dotted gamma from the photograph, Agora 17, plate 79); 

35) хототіһ 02 12674 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; 

36) ‘Appia I? 10645 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
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37) <Aapaoxnvi xonacf II? 8467 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); 

38) Eb]véozt Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 284, по. 164 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 
39) Марадшиуба Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 287, no. 179 (aet. Rom.) sep. топ.; 
40) Zwotpni IP 9643 (date?) sep. mon.; 

41) "'Agteuó ІР. 9438 (date?) sep. mon. 


Notes and Corrections: 

In the ded., Hesperia 30 (1961) p.272, no. 110 (s. І/ПІр.), the peculiar Кєхоолўбос̧ may 
be due to morphological confusion between -іс, -/0с and -тис, -nidog types since both were 
pronounced [rs] by this time, cf. Olvic, Olvidoc, etc. (cf. 23.011r, p.376 infra). Thus 
т = т = [i] here. The fragment is too small to ascertain whether this part of the text was 
metrical or not, but it is very likely that it was, and the -тидос ending a poetical artificiality. 


22.032 -nog for Latin -eius іп Saufeius, Pompeius, etc. 


Attic texts agree with the rest of the Greek world in the almost exclusive use of 

-тос, etc., as transcriptions for Latin names in -eius: 

"AX fos: e. р. II? 1794.26 (180/1 p.) pryt. cat.; ÍI? 2125.29 (190—200 p.) eph. cat.; etc. 

"Дуїюс: ЇР 2020.122 (ca. 110p.) eph. сас; for the Latin name An(n)eius, cf. Dessau, ILS 
no. 2010. 

Госкихўос: II? 2239.255, 256 (238/9 -243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.). 

Kowxfqoc: II? 4110.2 (45-27), 12 3604.11 (ca. 150p.) dedications; Коххўра II? 3613.5 (ca. 
186 p.) ded. 

Тот ос (= Instuleius): Cf. examples іп 28.03, p. 407 infra. 

Порлтуоє: ІІ? 4100.2 (118/7), 12 4101.2 (ante 89), ІІ? 4705.1(17?) (ргіу.), II? 4203, ІР 4204 
(s. Ip.), 1123800.3 (ante 128/9p.) (L.), 112 3810.2 (ca. 210p.), П23815.5-6 (ca. 250р.?) 
dedications; Hesperia 11 (1942) p.64, по.30, line6 (= IP 1812 + new frr.) (ca. 200p.) pryt. 
cat; Hesperia 11 (1942) p.75, no.38, line7 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.283, по. 12) (са. 175- 
185 р.) cat.; etc.; cf. Порлтолоћетфу II? 3302.3 (132 p.) ded.; Houria, Порліһ оу II? 5540 
(fin. s. Та.) sep. топ. Cf. Поџрлӯеа, Deltion 25 (1970) p.78, по.42 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (cf. 
9.024, no. 23, p.201 supra). 

Zavqgfjtoc, Хофінос: Cf. examples іп 12.04, p. 238 supra. 

Tivfwog: II? 2097.6 (169/70p.) eph. cat.; Ш2 1775.2 (168/9p.) pryt. cat.; Ш 3749.3 (169/70 p.) 
ded.; II? 1825.41 (post ca. 217 p.). 

Фоутіос: Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, no.71, line2 (= 125935 + new frr.) (ca. 200p.) sep. 
mon. 

Cf. also "Ал(л)оМуюс, КауоАиос, ПаутоА ос іп 11.043b, pp.222ff. supra. 

The choice of -йіос, never -йос, has implications for the nature of -nV —-&V іп 
e.g. "Аойом, etc., where by the early Roman Period sı was certainly not а diphthong; 
thus also Medea, etc. in Latin (cf. 16.021e, p.312 supra). 

In two cases there is a diaeresis over the iota: Twvíjov IP 2097.6; Фомтіїом (scanned 
Фоуттоу) Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, no.71, line 2. The diaeresis probably does not indicate 
that -тіос was three syllables, but points out that the iota was not silent (cf. 4.031, no.2, 
p.96 supra). The use of ек in Понлйеша is analogous, cf. spellings like 27406, "АӨтуоғіс 
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(cf. 9.024, no. 23, p.201 supra and p.200 supra). The accentuation Ilouzm(c)(a is surely 
wrong, and should be replaced by Порлїиа, Ilouxfjgua (three syllables). The traditional 
accentuation Порлїос is printed here by convention; Порлб ос (three syllables) would be 
more consistent with usual practices in regard to accentuation, but many of the examples are 
later than vowel isochrony and the difference between circumflex and acute is no longer 
significant. 


-1һ- occurs also in -тиауос, e.g. Понлтиаудбс, cf. Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 48, no.11, 
line 28 (182/3 p.) pryt. cat.; 112 2130.194 (192/3p.) eph. cat.; II? 3806.1 (fin. s. Пр.) 
ded.; IIpoxXntavós (rare), cf. II? 4210.11 (post 128/9 p.) ded. 

Поохмоудбс is probably not the result of syncope or contraction, but due to 
analogy with numerous names in -tavóg such as "Риумаубс, Теотаубс̧, Ноахма- 
vóc, etc. For Поохмоудс, cf. II? 2237.56, 134 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); perhaps 
Їкмамос 12 2226.58 (ca. 218/9p.) eph. cat. (L.). The ПоохХесудс of the ded., 
Hesperia 40 (1971) p.315, no. 12, line 17 (178/9—179/80 p.), is probably for Поохдц- 
avóc with ev = ï (cf. 9.024, no.21, p.201 supra), rather than for Поохдліаудбс 
with -et- for -ти- (so Eckinger p. 81). 

The peculiar spelling Zwgńeog in II? 12713 (s. П/Шр.), sep. mon., remains isolated; 
either ne is for nu here, or there is hesitation between Xoqfj()oc and Хаос (cf. 
7.0112, p. 141 supra). 


23.00 et for nu 


At the time of the adoption of the Ionic script in Attica at the end of the fifth 
century B.C. there remained in Attic a single diphthong consisting of an e-vowel 
followed by iota: ті, whose pronunciation was originally (ез), i.e. the inherited 
é-vowel + the glide [1]. But with et [e'] monophthongized to a closer ё (е), probably 
by ca. 450 (cf. 9.011, pp. 173 ff. supra), there remained no corresponding e-diphthong 
with short initial member (contrast the distinction between wt and ou), and there was 
the possibility of uncertainty about the first element of ті, or even of its shortening 
to [e']. The Attic script is of course ambiguous, but in the earliest Attic texts in Ionic 
letters-there is a hesitation between НІ and EI ав graphemes for nu, even when Н is 
used consistently for the simple vowel [c]. This may indicate uncertainty about the 
quantity of the first member of the diphthong, or that ті is actually passing from 
[£?] to [е1]. In favor of the latter are two distinct factors: a) the resistance to analogy 
seen in a spelling like Av@ivet, where the rest of the paradigm МӨбут, AvOivng, etc. 
would have tended to cause retention of MOívy unless there were а real phonetic 
reason for writing AvOivet; b) the virtually certain passage of nu to a long vowel [e], 
almost certainly via [e!], by the early fourth century wherever it was not an inflectional 
ending or an augment (cf. 23.011а-г infra); there is even some evidence that 11 in 
inflections has become [e:] Бу ca. 350 B.C. (cf. 22.011, pp. 354 ff. supra). 
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Examples of EI for ті іп texts earlier than 400 B. C.: 


ovine MOtver 12 93.9 (425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19) decree (L.); óy]óóet, тоте I? 305.6, 
14 (406/5) inv., which has H for [e] throughout, correct line 17 to read 'A8nvo[(ac and line 19 
to read 'A8n[vai- (L.) (cf. 2.011, no.27, p.32 supra); афе[оёӨт-, toe]uaxootei, elxootei 
(3 times), nénten, Exter alongside афтоѓёӨ[п-, б)єматті in an inv. of 405/4, сі. SEG 15.28 
(= 121686—1P 1687 + 1? 303, cf. Hesperia 25 [1956] pp. 109ff.; SEG 24.44); n-stem datives 
in both HI and EI occur also in the inv., SEG 21.80 (= Hesperia 32 [1963] p.144, no. 1) 
(404/3?), likewise [Ol]veiS[og] in ib. Aa13. In 1255.11 (са. 430) decree, that xwdveu is sub- 
junctive is virtually certain, cf. BSA 49 (1954) p.29; this text is in Ionic script, but E = [є] once 
in Есіп ib. 8. But in the inv., I? 304.83 (407/6) (lines 77—92 not in Ionic, but H always for |є 1), 
read Ovpa(táðnı) хоќ etc., not Ovpaitáðer, cf. W.K. Pritchett, The Choiseul Marble p.8. For 
nón, cf. 23.012 d. 

Cf. also Xovotíc on a vase employing Ionic script, dated to the end of the fifth century, ARV? 
p. 1313, Meidias по. 5 (= CVA, England 8, plate 91.1a—d); contrast Воот; on a rf. amphora 
in Lecce cited by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.140. Here also belong the datives in -et in 
the defixio published in Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3, if it is correctly dated to ca. 450 B.C. 
(cf. Introduction р. 8 supra). КАтіл|лідітпс оп one of the Kleippides ostraca of 444/3, cf. 
AM 40 (1915) p.14, no.31 (= Р 911.2), may be related to hesitation between (е) and [е], 
although it seems unlikely that the word was usually trisyllabic (one case of КМллібєс is 
probably due to a careless omission of E, cf. 9.0211, p.192 supra) KAewtuíón- occurs on 
four others of these ostraca (cf. 2.0121, no. 30, p. 36 supra). 

Not related to the fifth-century examples of et in the dative of v-stems is the spelling Moo- 
ntv іп the inv. of the Delian amphiktyons, I? 377.17 (434—432); by a strange kind of error 
the name of the Delian month Пооһбүрфу has been given to the Attic month Посібєфу. 


EI for nu in texts dated 400—350 В. C.: 

Examples in decrees: [т]: BoAei П229.6-7 (387/6), ornet AvOiver ib. 3, Х0іугі ib. 10; 
ovfj]Ae 12 40.14 (378/7), th, Вол ib. 15,6 (L.); Otveíc II? 110.4 (363/2) (L.); бобєхблє: 
IP? 116.7 (361/0), ine xaradver ib. 17-18, 27-28; vij. уадхобвіукеі, II? 120.7, 13, 24, etc. (353/2, 
cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) p.286), ауогҳӨєї ib. 14, nagaoxevao0ei ib. 24-25, elsewhere тү in the 
subjunctive; for E= тү in this text, cf. 22.011, no.2, p.355 supra (L.); ef IP 123.8 (357/6); 
Віцоюбдеь II? 126.14 (357/6); блос бу Eyer II? 204.51 (352/1) (cf. II? 209.6), nt in subjunctive 
elsewhere; [&xo]xv[eK've[] II? 222.32. (ca. 344), в in dat. ib. 47; subjunctive in -e. Hesperia 7 
(1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 13-14 (363/2) decree (genos); etc. Other types of text: Alyeidoc 
П2 1658.1 (part of Il? 1656-- ПІ? 1664, cf. SEG 19.136-144) (са. 394—391) іпу.; xAeic IP? 
1414.47 (post 385/4) inv.; etc. But in II? 47.1 (init. s. IV а.) decree, read: тїз тоол Син (L.). 


After 375 B.C. there is a continuous increase in EI at the expense of НІ for nu in 
all positions. In cases where тү, is not а morpheme, e.g. «Айс, '"Agtotfjóng, etc. the 
change from HI to EI is faster than in cases where ті, is involved in a morphological 
paradigm, e.g. in the dative singular of n-stems, in the subjunctive endings -q and 
"іс, and in augmented forms of verbs. 


23.011 Non-morphemic ті. Here the development to a monophthong [e] was 
rapid, and in some cases may have occurred in the fifth century, cf. *Ао‹отёдєс on 
p.353 supra among early examples of E (i.e. = (е)) for estent. While the speed 
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with which EI is adopted may vary from word to word, it is generally universal 
before the end of the fourth century. As there were no analogical forces to prevent it, 
these cases of et<—nt naturally fell together with any other eu as іп elvat, etc., and 
changed eventually to t, although two early examples of 1 for eren іп the fourth 
century may be casual omissions, cf. 9.022, nos. 2, 6. When etymological connections 
made original ті obvious, learned revival of HI was encouraged (cf. b), e), g), and г) 
infra). For the accentuation хАлс, cf. 31.00 infra. 


23.0112) хАңіс, хдли6-, etc.; b/c) хло; d) Anitovey-; e) Атиотйс; f) \оу; 
g) Ovitoxw; Б) ларемс, i) veia; j) ПеутеАтихбс; К) 'AyovAtuxÓc; m) Кеоо- 
дємхдс, n) *Аоиотїїдтс; о) other anthroponyms in -ўһӧтс; р) anthroponyms 
beginning in Ant-; q) Холис; г) Alyfjc, Еоєубірс, Olvits. 

a) “Ants, хліб, etc. HI not after са. 350 B.C., EI first іп а text dated later than 
385/4, E (= [e']) already 368/7: 
xut II? 1414.44 (post 385/4), also has xAcig; II? 1426.22 (post 368/7) both inventories. 
xÀAnóoüxoc: 12 4573.5 (ca. 350) ded. (priv.). 
діс: ІР 1414.47 (post 385/4), also has xfjg; II? 1424a(in add.).386, 393 (369/8) (L.); 
Il? 1425.389 (368/7), also has xAég; 2 1541.22 (356/5) (L.); II 1627.342 (330/29); IP 
1672.122 (329/8); II? 1549.7 (ca. 300) all these texts inventories. 
хАғабобхоу: I 974.23 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p. 188, по. 10) (137/6) decree. 
xAetov: IP 1533.27 (post 338/7) inv. 
%\єїӨроу: П2 1627.319, 320 (330/29) іпу.; II? 1035.43, 46 (10/9—3/2, cf. p.124 supra, 
no. 59) decree. 
х\ғьсќоу: II? 1672.91 (329/8) inv. 
XAevópevoc: Ц2 1668.65 (347/6) inv.; I? 1035.46 (10/9—3/2, cf. p.124 supra, no.59) 
decree. 
wAeletai: ІІ? 1424 a (in add.).61 (369/8) іпу.; хХХғ(азутал II? 244.40 (337/6) decree. 
дес: 12 1425.399 (368/7) inv., also has Әс (L.). 


In Roman times usually EI, rarely I: 
*Aeoovy Gv: ПІ? 4480.5 (ca. 50р.) ded. (priv.); IP 3798.8 (119/20р.); 12 3564 (s. ІЛІр.); 
Deltion 25 (1970) p.197, no.3, line 14 (= IP? 3630 + 112 3997) (post 150p.); II? 4823.7 (ca. 
200p.); II? 3704.13 (ca. 250p.) all dedications; TAPA 71 (1940) p.308, line 55 (ca. 220p.) 
cat. 
эдЕГдроу: II? 4841.10 (fin. s. IV p.) ded. (priv.). 
зЭлболдбу: Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 55, по. 18, line 6 (= II? 3728) (aet. Rom.) ded. 


b/c) хМұ со. 


Іп I? 1085 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 137, по.51), а sep. monument set up by three Athenian 
tribes for Pythion of Megara, occur: ейхХе(бозу (must be scanned as three long syllables) and 
tUxAÀ&w" (could be scanned as -vv or two longs, more likely the latter). As this text is in Ionic 
script EI is not representing nu; the text is, however, not in the Attic, but the Doric dialect. 
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In Roman times: xAítet (scanned as a spondee) H? 5006.3 (aet. Hadriani) oracular text; 
ánoxinķouévn (длү5- one syllable) I 3575.2 (non ante 124/5 p.) ded.; xAnt[e6"]6 (scanned as 
а dactyl) 112 10118.3 (s. Пр.) sep. топ.) xÀviCerat (diaeresis on the stone, scanned as four 
syllables) II? 10826.6 (в. Шр.) sep. mon. 


d) Anutovey-. HI last about 330 В.С.; EI first in the second quarter of the fourth 
century: 


Anutovey-: II? 1140.14 (386/5) decree (tribe); AE 1965 pp. 131ff., line 3 (361/0) decree (tribe); 
IE? 1147.6 (ante 350) decree (tribe); II? 417.4 (post 330) decree (L.). Also in line 4 of the decree 
inscribed on a small bronze plaque, cf. AE 1971, pp. 137 ff. (400—375) (cf. p.2 supra). 

Àewovoy-: Polemon 1 (1929) p.227, по.9, lines 5, 7 (375—350) decree (deme); II? 305.2. (ante 
336/5) decree; II? 1191.26 —27 (321/0) decree (deme); Dinsmoor, Archons (1931) р.7, line 13 
(= II? 649 + new frr.) (294/3) decree; II? 665.11 (266/5, cf. SEG 15.103) decree; I1? 682.17, 
61 (bis) (post 256/5) decree; Hesperia 45 (1976) pp.296ff., line 12 (204/3) decree; AE 1953/4 
Part 1, pp. 126—129, no.2, line 13 (= SEG 15.113) (са. 215) decree (paroikoi at Rhamnus); 
И? 1323.7, 12 (197/6) decree (thiasotai); П2 1328.7 (183/2), 40 (175/4) decree (огреопеѕ); 
Hesperia 26 (1957) p.25, no.1, line 53 (= 12989 + new frr.) (104/3) decree; AM 66 (1941) 
p. 181, no.2, line C51 (= SEG 21.469) (129/8); Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff., lines 19 (= II? 
1032.5), 86 (— Hesperia 15 [1946] p.201, по.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.71, no.37) (127/6) 
decrees; Kerameikos 3, p.10, no.6, line 6 (127/6?) decree (synodos); II? 1009.37 (116/5); II? 
1033.10 (94/3, cf. SEG 18.29); II? 1013.54 (fin. s. Па.); II? 840.11 (s. Па.?) (now legible only: 
--Jrovey-) (L.; ІІ? 1028.28 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188); Hesperia 17 (1948) p.25, no.12, 
line 50 (95/4), II? 1039.54 (bis) (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110), 112 1043.47 (38/7) (L.); Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) р. 173, no. 105, line 8 (= II? 1059 [= II? 1758]) (са. 40-302) (L.) decrees. The 
first case of Avtovgy- occurs іп the cat. and decree, Hellenika 1 (1928) pp. 233f£., line 1 (83/2). 


In Roman times EI and I are about equally frequent: 
Aevtovoy-: 1I? 1721.20 (14/3) cat.; Hesperia 10 (1941) p.65, no.31, line 20 (s. Ia.) lex sacra; 
II? 1728.11 (init. s. Ip.) cat.; II? 1729.10 (init. s. Ip.) cat.; II? 4442.19 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.); I? 
4498.2 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.); II? 13162.10 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. 


Мтоорү-: П? 1723.9 (post 9/8) сас; П2 1722.21 (post 9/8) сас; П2 1731 (init. s. Ip.) сас; 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p.31, no.2, line 6 (ca. 100p.) сас; 1? 3620.6, 17 (117-180р.) ded.; ІР 
2774.7 (s. Шр.) will (?). 


e) Antotfjc. Both HI and EI in the fourth century: Anvotig II? 284.3, 11 (ante 336/5) 
decree; Хєхотїүс II? 1623.279-280 (333/2) inv. In Roman times only HI or Н: Атцотас 
Ц22291а.44 (190—200 p.) oration of ephebes; Хпотбуу IP 13132a(in text).2 (= 
Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 470, no.29; GVI 1, p.366, no. 1242) (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 


f) Хоу. The word Аюу (= ‘grain’) occurs once with H(I), twice with EI, all in 
inventories of 369—367: Хдоу ov&xvec II? 1425.264 (368/7); Хеїом ováyvsc II? 1424a 
(іп add.).333 (369/8) and IP? 1428 (in add.).215 (367/6). For loss of iota in Хом, cf. 
р. 209 supra. 

Хеюос (= ‘smooth’) has of course always БІ, e.g. 12 1415.9, 10; I? 1424 4.40; ІІ? 1436.58, etc. 
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g) Өуйіохо, Usually Өуішохо in the fourth century, once 0ve(oxo. Where Ovýroxw 
occurs in metrical texts it is scanned as two syllables; not necessarily synizesis, but 
because pronounced as two syllables in Attic (due to synaeresis, cf. 31.00, p.412 
infra). 

Өуінохо: 02 7227.9, 11? 8708.9, II? 13102 (all ca. 350), II? 12236 (са. 300) all metrical sep. 
monuments; 12 7265.4 (post 350) sep. mon. (metrical, but scansion uncertain); II? 5227 a (in 
add.).2 (287/6) sep. mon. (publ.), metrical; cf. evi[voxov II? 5225.2 (са. 350) sep. mon. (publ.). 


Фуеіохоз: IP. 12335.8 (са. 360) sep. mon., Oveioxers scanned - -. 
In Roman times only Әуйохо is found, although it is probably accidental that no 
example of 9viíjvoxo is preserved. 


Фуйохо: II? 8046а (іп add.) (s. Шр.); ІІ? 13012 (ca. 150p.?); Deltion 25 (1970) p.82, no. 61 
(s. Шр.); H? 5796 (s. Шр.) all sep. monuments. 


h) лаоғібс. Only -EIAX is attested: I? 1421.124 (374/3); I? 1455.11 (340/39), 
both inventories. 

i) veia. The naval inventories have only veia and véa (with intervocalic iota 
omitted, cf. 16.021, no. 32, p.316 supra). 
veia: Il? 1610.27 (са. 370); II? 1627.353, 356 (330/29); 11? 1628.523 (326/5), véwv ib. 526; 
II? 1629.1000, 1003 (325/4); II? 1631.231, 233 (323/2). 
уба: 1I? 1628.526 (326/5) alongside veia ib. 523. 


і) Пеутейлиихдс, Both HI and EI are frequent in building inventories of the later 
fourth century, often occurring in the same text: 
TlevteAnixds: II? 1666.А 55, A77, B 15, B33, etc. (356/5—353/2), also has -&xóc; ІІ? 1668.31, 
33, etc. (347/6); IP 1672.309 (329/8), -evxdc in the same line. 
ПеутеХекхбс: П2 1666.В 21 (356/5-353/2), -тикос elsewhere; ІІ? 1665.20 (ante 350); IP 
1672.309 (329/8), ПеутеХтихдс іп the same line. 
Later ПеутеХеихдс, cf. Hesperia 46 (1977) p. 259, line 42 (175—150) inv. 


К) °Аүохлєихбс̧: II? 1665.5 —6, 8 (ante 350) inv. 

m) Керацеїхос. The -єїхос spelling is the only one actually attested: Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.209, no.4, line2 (ante 350) inv.; 12 2617—11? 2619 (s. IVa.) three horoi; 
12 968.14 (143/2) decree. Perhaps Кеооцихбс іп a sep. mon. of Roman date, IG Ш, 
no. 3870. 

n) ”Аошот бус, ?Ао‹оттцдт|с is last found in a text of 333/2; 'Agiove(óng is found 

before 350, is frequent in the second half of the fourth century and normal later. The 
spelling “Аошотедес on a few ostraca of 482 may indicate early monophthongization 
in this word (cf. 22.011, p.353 supra); likewise “Aguot(Sou in a tribal decree of 
334/3, 12 1156.14, if not due to casual omission, indicates early itacism of ev in this 
name (cf. 9.022, no. 6). 
”Афуотїид с: e.g. II? 49.4 (paulo post 385/4, cf. SEG 21.224) decree; II? 6886 (init. s. IVa.), 
II? 10756 (init. s. IVa.) sep. monuments; Н? 1409.18 (са. 384) inv.; II? 1698.54 (ante 350) cat.; 
I? 143.38 (ante 350) decree; II? 3018.4 (ante 350) ded.; II? 1742.30 (370/69?) pryt. cat.; IP 
2345.67 (ante 350) cat.; П2 1635.132 (post 374/3) inv.; also has 'Agvave(ónc ib. 22-23; ІР 
1457.25 (post 339/8) inv.; II? 1623.20 (333/2) inv. 
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"Аріатеібтс: I? 1635.22--23 (post 374/3) inv., has "Agtothdns ib. 132; 12 7515.2 (ante 350) 
sep. mon. (L.); Ш 6645.1 (ante 350) sep. mon.; II? 2385.17 (са. 350) саг; ЇР 1459.12 (ca; 
340/39) inv.; IP 1251.16 (post 350) decree (collegium); II? 1669.4 (post 350) іпу.; П2 3133.9 
(339/8) ded.; Agora 15, p.59, no.49, line36 (— AE 1917, p.40, no.92) (328/7) in bouleutic 
list before a decree; Hesperia 35 (1966) pp. 205 ff., line 199 (304/3) cat.; II? 1477.6 (= Hesperia 
40 [1971] p.448, no.1) (303/2) inv.; II? 505.7 (302/1) decree; II? 1241.6 (300/299) decree 
(phratry); II? 2797.7 (ante 271/0) ded.; Hesperia 7 (1938) p.110, no.20, line 60 (— II? 700) 
(258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) decree; Hesperia 15 (1946) p.190, no.37, line 21 (220/19) decree; 
12 9152.2 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 112 896.44 (186/5) decree; Hesperia 33 (1964) p.186, по.37, 
line 18 (ca. 150) decree; П2 2452.51 (са. 125/4) cat.; ІІ? 1008.3 (118/7), ІР 1043.56 (38/7) 
decrees. 
А woman's пате Арюотес occurs оп а sep. mon., II? 10876 (init. s. IV a.). 


In Roman times the normal spelling is "Аооте(бңс; rarely "Aguotidns: 


"Адидтеібтс: I? 1963.21 (13/2) eph. cat; П2 1945.119 (45/6p.) саг. I 1996.80 (84/5-- 
92/3p.) eph. сас; "Aguotiéng ib. 131, 248 (L.); I? 2059.120 (ca. 147/8p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
Il? 1796.38 (186/7p.) pryt. cat.; П2 2119.208 (180/1—191/2 p.), II? 2083.54 (post 150p.) (L.), 
12 2199.95 (ca. 200p.), 112 2208.38 (212/3p. aut paulo post), 112 2235.78 (226/7 —234/5 р.) 
eph. catalogs; II? 3680.15 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; II? 5330 (aet. Rom.), II? 6137/8 (aet. Rom.) sep. 
monuments; etc. 

"Адіотідтво: П2 1996.131, 248 (84/5 —92/3p.) eph. cat., "Aguotetdng ib. 80 (L.); cf. “Aguo[ti]- 
ông in Agora 15, p. 299, no. 419, line 48 (= 11? 1807 + new frr.) (188/9 p.) pryt. cat. 


о) Other anthroponyms in -йідтс. These behave іп the same manner as 'AQvorfjc- 
dns: -Ông is found until about 330—320 B. C.; -e(8ng is attested sometimes even 
before 350 B.C.: 

'AvaEU qnc: Hesperia 35 (1966) p. 241, no. 1 (= II? 2426) (са. 400) cas. list. 

"AguavoAe(ónc: II? 2387.3 (са. 350) cat.; II? 6887 (post 300) sep. mon. 

"Aogevidys: II? 1742.92 (370/69?) pryt. cat.; II? 1623.177 (333/2) inv.; І? 1628.410 (326/5) 
Inv. 

"Аореуєіӧтс: 112 1953.11 (357/6) саг: AM 66 (1941) рр.219-221, no.2, line3 (ca. 350) 
decree (phratry); II? 1672.196 (329/8) inv.; IP. 1629.533 (325/4) inv.; ІР 2318.313 (fin. s. IVa.) 
cat. 

'Aoxevigónc: IP 1611.129 (357/6), 121621.60 (348/7? cf. SEG 24.160), 1I? 1627.431 
(330/29), 12 1626.5 (са. 330), ІІ? 1628.572 (326/5), 12 1629.750, 853 (325/4) all naval 
inventories. 

*Aoxeveidne: П2 1631.621 (323/2), II 1632.134, 144 (323/2) naval inventories. 

Ххподлидто: Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 263, no. 20, lines 4, 5 (338/7?) inv. 

Уло! тс: II? 1623.204, 251, 268 (333/2), 12 1627.194, 196 (330/29), IP 1631.431, 436 
(323/2) all naval inventories. 

Хашоєдльбто: II? 1742.54 (370/69?) pryt. cat. 

Xageheiðns: II? 1580.6 (ante 350) inv.; IP 1753.40 (ca. 330) pryt. cat. 


р) Anthroponyms beginning іп Ant-. The Ати уос of the cat., II? 1929.13 (init. 
s. IVa.), and the Aef€evoc of the sep. mon., II? 6970 (init. s. IVa.), are the same man, 
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cf. РА no.3254. AíjXoxog occurs on a fourth-century sep. monument, 12 10113; 
Айшоуос is attested іп a second-century decree, II? 957.37, 38, 65 (157/6). 


q) XodAndns. The spelling with EI appears first in a dedication not much later 
than 400 B. C.; the last text with HI dates 333/2: 
Xong: Hesperia 29 (1960) p.25, по. 33, line 3 (370/69) inv.; II? 1742.39 (370/69?) pryt. 
cat.; II? 159.3 (ante 353/2) decree, the reading is XoAXi[u]ónc, not XoAAnSne (L.); Hesperia 30 
(1961) pp.30ff., line 235 (336/5) сай: Hesperia 9 (1940) p.59, no.8, col.2.20-21 (333/2) 
decree (tribe); II? 1673.35 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv. 
Хойд. бүү: П2 4548.5 (paulo post 400) ded. (priv.); II? 7797, II? 7798, 112 7807 (all ca. 350) 
sep. monuments; IF? 410.17 (ca. 330) decree; II? 1926.56 (325/4) cat.; Hesperia 28 (1959) 
pp.208ff, line ВВ (= IP 1556.33) (са. 330—320) inv.; II? 1673.36, 89 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 
p. 112) inv.; IP. 640.8 (301/300) decree; П2 7806 (ca. 300) sep. mon.; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.562, 
no. 40, line 22 (281/0) decree; II? 1214.2 (300—250) decree (deme); II? 7802 (post 317/6) sep. 
mon.; II? 7795 (са. 200) sep. mon.; Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 164, no.64, line 56 (161/0) decree; 
II? 1940.3 (130—120) cat.; II? 1009.75, 78 (116/5) decree; II? 7808 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; ІР 7801 
(s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 7800 a (in text) (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; etc. 

In II? 1009.67 read not X]oAX(ónc but Al] Fadidye (L.). 


In Roman times EI is common, I occasionally appears: 
XoXAe(ónc: П2 3558.8 (ca. 100p.) ded.; II? 7809 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; Il? 4065 (ca. 150p.) ded.; 
02 2917 (ca. 150p.) ded.; Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.243, line 1 (= Hesperia 5 [1936] pp.91ff.) 
(ca. 220p.) Serapion monument; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.213, no.60, line 6 (184/5 p.) pryt. cat.; 
II? 7796, 02 7810, II? 7805, 1127811 (all s. Пр.) sep. monuments; Il? 3619 (ca. 150p.) ded.; 
Hesperia 40 (1971) p.315, по.12 (178/9—179/80p.) ded.; 1[23704.3, 6 (ca. 250p.) ded.; 
II? 7794 (date?) sep. mon.; II? 7804 (date?) sep. mon.; II? 3725 (date?) ded. 


ХоАМётс: II? 7800, 1I? 7803 (both s. Їр.) sep. monuments; II? 7793 (ca. 150p.) зер. mon.; 
II? 3983 (post 150p.) ded.; 1I? 7791 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


г) Аіүйш, Боєудтіс, Olvis. 403/2—351/0. The spelling with EI first appears at 
the end of the fifth century, but remains very unusual until after 350 B. C.: 
-ЄСс, -etdoc: [Ol]veió[o]c Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 144, no. 1, line Аа 13 (404/3?) inv.; Alyeióoc 
I? 1658.1 (= part of IP 1656-І 1664, inv. dated са. 394—391, cf. SEG 19.136—144) but 
(Оп: in II? 1661.3; Olveic II? 110.4 (363/2) decree, but Обутдос ib. 3. 
-Тіс, -fióoc (in this period normal): cf. e.g. decrees: II? 1.56 (403/2); II? 6.4 (paulo post 403/2); 
II? 17.1 (394/3); II? 21.10 (390/89); 12 49.6 (paulo post 385/4, cf. SEG 21.224); II? 50.2 
(init. s. IVa., if not earlier, cf. SEG 14.38); 12 145.1 (ante 358/7, cf. Hesperia 10 [1941] p.266, 
по. 68), 12 23.3 (388/7); 11? 63.4, 1I? 76.3 (both ante 378/7); Hesperia 8 (1939) p.5, no.3 
(367/6); H? 123.2 (357/6); decree (tribe): I 1146 (ante 353/2); inventory: II? 1661.3 (= part 
of II? 1656-12 1664, building inv. dated ca. 394—391, cf. SEG 19.136- 144): (ОДУйЦ (6), 
also has Alyeiéoc, cf. supra; catalogs, dedications: Hesperia 10 (1941) p.287, no.78, line 56 
(403/2); IP 3063.3, 02 3030.1 (both init. s. IVa.); Hesperia 29 (1960) p.85, no.165, line2 
(= 23064 + new fr.) , has Oivn& Пам (діоу)ібі, but Обуд: Паубіомібі was certainly 
intended, cf. 15.0112, no.2, p.268 supra; 02 3066.2, II? 3038.3 (both 364/3); Deltion 25 
(1970) p. 143, no.1 (363/2); Deltion 25 (1970) p. 144, по.2 (362/1); Deltion 25 (1970) p.144, 
no.3 (361/0); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.36, по.33, Іпе3 (356/5); П2 1698.2, II? 1697.30 (both 


et for тү 375 


from same cat., cf. Agora 15, p.341, no.492) (ca. 370); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.150, no.41, 
line 13 (ante 350); etc. 

Cf. also the name “оос, II? 11345.1, 3 (са. 400) sep. mon.; this woman was buried at Athens 
тро латоббос. 


Unique іп this period is the choregic ded., dated Бу the archon's name to 352/1, 
with Alyi&t, cf. Deltion 25 (1970) p. 147, no.7, line 3 and plate 45. In this word such 
an early example of ї for є, is surprising, and it is quite likely а careless omission, 
probably of H rather than E, which is involved. Probably a similar omission: Bevois 
12 10983 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (cf. 9.022, nos. 2, 3, р. 196 supra). 


350/49—301/300. Тһе spelling with HI is still a good deal more frequent, but 
EI becomes common after са. 330 B.C.: 
-&c, -єїбос: decrees: II? 225.1 (343/2); II? 337.3 (333/2); II? 353.2 (329/8); II? 360.2 (325/4); 
Il? 362.2 (324/3); Hesperia 8 (1939) p.27, no.7, line 3 (323/2); ІР 373.16 (322/1); II? 388.3 
(319/8); II? 471.3, П2 473.3 (both 306/5); II? 481.1, II? 483.2 (both 304/3); II? 796.1 (305/4); 
02 500.3 (302/1); inv.: II? 1672.263 (329/8), -йібос in ib. 7, 264, 267; catalogs: II? 1749.86 
(341/0), Агуй ос ib. 1 (L.); II? 1924.8 (330/29), нос in ib. 2; ек. 
лис, -Табос: decrees: Па 212.4 (347/6); Па 224.3 (343/2); II? 227.4 (342/1); Il? 338.2 (333/2); 
Hesperia З (1934) p.3, no.5, line 1 (327/6); II? 359.3 (326/5); I 417.6, 9, 21 (post 330); 
II? 366.2—3 (323/2); IP 380.2—3 (320/19); II? 454.1 (308/7); 112 553.17 (ca. 307); inventories: 
II? 1678.26 (са. 350); 112 1622.386, 412, 478 (са. 342/1); II? 1672.7, 264, 267 (329/8), -єїбос 
ib. 263; И? 1587.10 (= Hesperia 19 [1950] p.279, по. 32) (ca. 325—300); catalogs, dedications: 
II? 3021.2, II? 3072.1 (са. 350); П2 1749.1 (341/0), Alyetéa іп ib. 86 (L.); Hesperia 30 (1961) 
pp. 30 ff., line 1 (336/5); Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 206, no. 52, line 2 (post 350); II? 2835.3 (331/0); 
II? 1924.2 (330/29), Аіуєїбос іп ib.8; ІР 3052.1 (328/7); ІР 1926.3, 23, 87 (325/4); IP 
3054.2 (post 323/2); II? 3084 (ca. 300); II? 2318.53, 206, 333 (s. IV а.); etc. 


300/299—251/0. EI is dominant, and HI is quite rare: 

«Тс, -Ңибос: decrees: Hesperia 7 (1938) p.100, по. 18, line 2 (282/1); II? 705.1 (init. s. Ша.?); 
Hesperia 7 (1938) p.110, no.20, line 48 (= II? 700) (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375); Hesperia 29 
(1960) p.9, по. 11, line 5 (ante 2502); decree (tribe): II? 1165.27, 30 (300—250), ГЕоєх)беї|баї 
ib. 17—18; ded.: II? 3081.3 (277/6), IP? 3078.3 (init. в. Ша.). 

-eíç, -єїбос: decrees: Hesperia 11 (1942) p.281, no.54, Іпе2 (296/5); IP 656.4 (284/3); 
Il? 680.1 (275/4); Hesperia 33 (1964) p.170, no.25, line1 (275/4); Meritt, Athenian Year 
р. 192, no.1 (271/0); ІІ? 687.2 (265/4); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.43, no.9, line 8 (256/5); 
II? 766.28 (246/5); Hesperia 38 (1969) p.418, no. 1, lines 1, 7, 13, 17, 24 (254/3); 112 799.2 
(ca. 2502); cf. l'Eoex]6ei|5a« II? 1165.17— 18 (300-250) decree (tribe) (cf. supra). 


250/49 B.C.—ca. 100 A.D. During the period 250/49—117/6 B.C. the spellings 
with HI are extraordinarily rare, and only two examples can be found: 
Hesperia 15 (1946) p.198, по.40, line 2 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p.14, no. 17) (171/0) decree; 
II? 1134.64 (117/6) Attic decree іп an amphiktyonic document: ОГУйдос (L.). 

In the earlier part of the Roman Period there is an isolated example of -nis, cf. 
Оіуўьс, П23112.1 (75/6—87/8p.) choregic dedication. There are apparently no 
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other cases from 117/6 B. C. to the Hadrianic Period. Correct II? 1039, col. 2.83 (79/8, 
cf. SEG 22.110), decree, to read: Olvei[S]oc (L.). 


El is the normal spelling during this period: 


E.g. decrees: Hesperia 17 (1948) p.3, no.3, line2 (244/3); П2785.2 (196/5); II? 787.b 13 
(236/5); П2 788.1 (235/4); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.185, no.92, lines 4, 7 (са. 235); 12 792.16 
(fin. s. Ша.); Hesperia 45 (1976) pp. 296ff., line 83 (204/3); Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 190, no. 37, 
line 18 (220/19); Hesperia 38 (1969) p.425, по.2, line 1 (220/19); 1I2843.2 (ca. 229/8); 
Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, lines 11, 35 (= 12915 + new frr.) (203/2); Hesperia 9 (1940) p.85, 
по. 16, line 2 (199/8, cf. Hesperia 26 [1957] p.62); Hesperia 5 (1938) p.419, no.15, line 1 
(196/5); Hesperia 17 (1948) р. 17, no. 8, line 1 (ca. 190); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 109, no. 53, 
line 12 (188/7); 112 910.1 (169/8); 12 945.2 (168/7); 17 952.5 (161/0); II? 956.56, 59, 63, 84 
(161/0); П2 957.30, 33, 40, etc. (157/6); II? 958.41, 48, 59 (154/3); Hesperia 33 (1964) p.191, 
no.40, line 16 (са. 150); 12 967.9 (145/4); II? 961.8, 20, 23 (са. 140); Hesperia 24 (1955) 
pp. 220ff., line 1 (= Hesperia 15 [1946] p.201, no.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.71, no. 37) (127/6); 
Hesperia 2 (1933) p.163, no.9, line 7 (125/4); II? 1006.2, 115 (122/1); II? 1008.49, 90, 99, 
114 (118/7); IP 1009, col. 1.79, col. 3.64 + on new fr., Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 170, no.67, line 2 
(116/5); I? 1011.97, col.3.95 (106/5); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.25, no.1, line 18 (= 112989 
+ new frr.) (104/3); II? 1028.119, 123 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188); II? 1034.21 (98/7); II? 1039, 
col. 1.73, 83, col. 2.83 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110), note the correction to & in col. 2.83, cf. supra (L.); 
II? 1036.27, 39 (108/7); II? 1048.2 (46/5, cf. Agora 15, p.222, no.281); 112 1043.95 (38/7) 
(L.); II? 1070.2 (paulo ante 19 p.); etc. 


Catalogs: II? 2362.16 (ca. 200); II? 2314.37, 39 (182/1 et 178/7); 12 2316.39, 41 (ca. 166/5); 
II? 2317.8, 14, 35 (162/1 et 158/7); ІР 1942.8 (ca. 100); II? 1963.5, 19 (13/2) (eph.); etc. 


After ca. 100 A.D. In this period the normal spelling was with EI, as large numbers 
of instances іп the ephebic catalogs testify. This є, had passed to [i-] and spellings like 
Alyidog, etc. also occasionally occur. From the reign of Hadrian on the spellings 
with HI are occasionally revived, a learned revival. 

«Тс, -fóoc: eph. and pryt. catalogs: 1I? 1765.5 (138/9p.); II? 2067.24, 33, 122 (154/5р.); 
Hesperia 16 (1947) p.177, no.79, line3 (165/6p.); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.179, no.83, line2 
(са. 180p.); Agora 15, p.294, no.411, line6 (= ІР 1796 + IP 1800 + new fr.) (186/7p.); 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 64, no.30, line 4 (= 1I? 1812 + new fr.) (ca. 200р.); Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p. 65, no.31, line 3 (ca. 200p.); ІР 2213.28 (post 212/3 p.). Cf. also Hesperia 32 (1963) p.26, 
no.27, line7 (-- Hesperia, suppl. 6 [1941] p.142, по.32) (ca. 230p.) decree; II? 3287.A 5, 
Il? 3287.С5 (124/5р.) dedications (іп same hand, but on different stones) (L.). Cf. also 
Be]evonts on the sep. mon., II? 6771 (s. II p.); Boohs, II? 10981 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

-іс, -ібос: eph. catalogs: II? 2050.95 (143/4 p., cf. SEG 24.191); 12 2051.53 (144/5— 149/50 p.), 
El in ib. 4, 10; I? 2132.3 (ca. 192/3p.), EI іп ib. 19; I? 2194.31 (ca. 200p.); etc. On I? 10982 
(aet. Rom.?), sep. mon., appears Botots. 

-e(¢, -єїбос: These were the normal spellings, cf. e.g.: eph. catalogs: IP 2049.35, 86 (142/3 p.) 
(L.; П22051.4, 10 (144/5-149/50р.), I in ib. 53; II 2052.78 (145/6р.) (L.); II? 2058.10 
(146/7p. aut paulo post) (L.); П22065.51, 57 (150/1p.) II? 2081.10, 15 (ca. 160p.) (L.); 
II? 2086.39, 47, 142 (163/4 p.); II? 2097.43, 53, 203 (169/70 p.); I? 2103.51, 117 (172/3 p. aut 
paulo post); П2 2119.41 (180/1—191/2p.); II? 2122.46 (paulo ante 190p.); II? 2132.19 (са. 
192/3p.), I in ib. 3; 112 2128.5, 21, 66 (190—200 p.); 12 2193.43, 48, 103 (198/9—205/6p., cf. 
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Graindor, Album p.55); Hesperia 11 (1942) p.71, no. 37, lines 55, 61, 101 (fin. s. Шр.); etc.; 
pryt. cat.: Hesperia 4 (1935) p.48, по.11, line 2 (182/3p.); ded.: TAPA 71 (1940) p.308, 
line 11 (ca. 220 p.); etc. 


23.012 Morphemic ту. In the course of the fourth century there is an increasing use 
of EI for morphemic ті, especially after ca. 325, and by 300 EI is more common than 
HI. The use of EI becomes so dominant in the third century that HI is in fact rather 
rare by 250 B.C., except in the relative pronoun ft, where HI is retained (cf. a) 
p. 378 infra). 

There were, however, analogical forces present to prevent the extinction of HI, and 
after et passed to Т [i'] in most positions, probably by ca. 200 B.C. (cf. 9.022), these 
analogical forces began to cause a restoration of the original spelling with H. The et 
of the dat. sing. треї was prevented from passing to i by the similar paradigms of 
хора, боос, which retain a- or o-vowels in all the singular cases. It is therefore not 
surprising that in the course of the second century, first in the subjunctive (after ca. 
175 B.C.) and then elsewhere (after ca. 130 B. C.), EI (now — 1) is abandoned as a 
grapheme for morphemic et from yt, and HI is gradually restored. By 100 B.C., EI 
for ту is rare, and only a few examples from the first century can be found. 

When the restoration of HI as the grapheme for original тү, begins, however, Н is 
already competing with it, and it is not likely that the survival (or revival) of a diph- 
thong in the second century B.C. is involved, or at least the monophthong is already 
competing with it; but there is some evidence against the existence of a diphthong 
in this period even as a variant pronunciation (cf. 22.021, p.360 supra). There are 
already contemporary examples of A, Q in analogous datives like ydo, tõ (cf. 
22.021, nos.4, 7). The date of the monophthongization of morphemic mt is prob- 
lematic, but there is some evidence to suggest it has occurred by the fourth century (cf. 
22.011, pp.354ff. supra). 

Thus the standard orthography of Attic e-vowels is substantially changed in the 
course of the second century B.C.: HI/H are restored for £v; EI and I are in- 
creasingly confused because both eu and original t are pronounced аз ||; the first use 
of Н for et/__V- appears (before vowels £t did not pass to [i'] so early), although this 
practice does not become frequent until early Roman times (cf. 9.031). 

The results of the exhaustive study of Lademann pp.14—24 are confirmed by the larger 
decree texts of the Hellenistic Period which have been unearthed in the Agora excavations. For 
a statistical study of these and other Hellenistic texts apparently independent of Lademann, cf. 
A.S. Henry (cf. Lit. infra pp.240—243). The evidence is presented in summary form in the 
following sections with illustrative examples drawn from securely datable texts, chiefly decrees. 


23.012 a) ти in the dat. sing. of n-stems; Б) nt in subjunctives; c) Augmented 
and reduplicated forms of verbs іп at-; d) nón. 

a) -т in the dat. sing. of n-stems. -et for "ті in the dat. sing. of n-stems is first 
found in texts in Ionic script of the later fifth century and occurs very rarely in the 
earlier fourth century (examples before ca. 350 on p.369 supra). Increased fondness 
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for -et is observable from са. 340—330 on, beginning with II? 223 (343/2), decree 
with -т 25 times, but tet ib. 4, 8; BovAet ib. 8; аотеї ib. 5; and -ті rapidly wanes іп 
the last decades of the century. 


Са. 340—ca. 300. In the period ca. 340—325 -et is still fairly rare; some decrees 
have only -m, e.g. II? 338 (333/2), Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, no.33 (= 12 334 + new 
frr.) (335—329), etc.; others have nt much more frequently than et, e.g. 112 330 
(335/4), II? 333 (335/4), 12 360 (325/4), etc. A few have -nı апа -e1 in equal frequency, 
e.g. 12337 (333/2), 12 349 (331/0), Agora 15, p.59, по.49, lines41—57 (= АЕ 
1917, p.40, по.92) (328/7). After about 325 B.C. -nı quickly declines: e.g. Hesperia 6 
(1937) p.442, no.1 (321/0) -nı once, -& three times; 12 448.35—88 (318/7) Ті, -nı 
once al., & five times; II? 471 (306/5) єї, -e1 three times; II? 483 (304/3) -& five times, 
fis, -ni once; II? 500 (302/1) -& seven times, fj, -mi five times; 12505 (302/1) єї, -et 
eight times, -nı five times; II? 641 (299/8) єї, -& four times; etc. 


Са. 300—ca. 125. After 300 -є is normal except in the relative pronoun її. Typical 
decrees are: II? 654 (285/4), fj -nu twice, -& five times; II? 657 (283/2) єї, -mı five 
times, -£t ten times; II? 674 (273/2) -& seven times, ўі, -nı three times; Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.43, no.9 (256/5) -тһ once, -et six times; 12 772 (268/7) Ту, -& 
seven times, -yı once; Hesperia 45 (1976) pp. 296 ff. (204/3) -& fifteen times; Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.73, по.29 (228/7) -& eleven times, fj; II? 839 (221/0) fj, -et seven 
times; II? 844 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239) -& only; II? 890 (188/7) ўн, -& al.; 
Hesperia 3 (1934) p.14, no.17 (= Hesperia 15 (1946) p.198, no.40) (171/0) ef 
twice (read єї in line 44, L.), -& eight times, -nt once; II? 909 (ca. 170) -et six times; 
IP? 949 (165/4) їі, -& twenty times; II? 950 (165/4) -nı twice, -£t seven times; Hesperia, 
suppl. 1 (1937) p.148, no.84 (= Hesperia 3 (1934) p.31, no.21) (155/4) fj, -et 
thirteen times; etc. As can be seen, some texts of the early second century avoid -nı 
everywhere except in Ті. 

In the last part of the fourth century and occasionally in the third, decrees can still 
be found which are conservative and exhibit either a pronounced preference for -nu іп 
the dat. sing. or employ it exclusively, e.g. II? 450 (314/3), II? 653 (285/4), 12 659 
(283/2), 12780 (252/1, cf. SEG 21.382), Hesperia 17 (1948) p.3, no.3 (244/3), 
H2 788 (235/4), II? 790 (235/4). 

There is no question that ef is consciously avoided in many decrees. It is, however, found 
occasionally throughout the period in which -et бог -nu is common, e.g. ІІ? 471 (306/5), II? 505 
(302/1) has -тһ, II? 641 (299/8), 12657 (283/2) has -ть, 12 672 (279/8), IP? 794 (ca. 2502), 
Agora 15, p. 120, no. 129 (= 12848) (222/1), II? 929 (init. s. Па.), Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 198, 
no. 40 (cf. supra) (171/0), II? 963 (ca. 140), etc. Lademann (cf. Lit. infra, p. 19, note 1) sought 
the reason for the avoidance of ef in conservatism in writing prescripts, but several cases of ef 
occur in prescripts, and there is no hesitation in using -& in the ordinal numerals of prescripts. 
А.5. Henry's suggestion that ef was avoided іп the relative pronoun to prevent confusion with 
the conjunction ef may be right (cf. Lit. infra, p. 245). 


After са. 125 B.C. The last large decrees in which -et predominates are: AM 66 
(1941) p.288, no.4 (138/7 aut 137/6) decree (orgeones) -et three times, тўи; II? 974 
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(= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.188, no. 10) (137/6) -et six times, ўі once; II? 1227 (decree 
of cleruchs) (131/0) -e1 eight times, no Tj; 12977 + Hesperia 10 (1941) p.282, no.77 
(131/0) -& eight times, -ть twice, fj; II? 1004 (122/1) -& four times, fj. А new 
fondness for тү. may be seen in the decree 12971 (140/39), with -& twice, -т five 
times, and the greatly increased preference for HI or H over EI can be seen especially 
in the large decrees honoring ephebes which begin to appear 127/6: 


Date Text EI HI H 
128/7 
(decrees II-V) Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff, 3 3 0 
(= Hesperia 15 [1946] 
127/6 p.201, no. 41; 
(decrees 1—II) Hesperia 4 [1935] 0 0 7 
all carved 127/6 р. 71, по. 37) 
122A II? 1006 (L.) 2(lines29, 32 8 
38) 
118/7 II? 1008 4 (lines 14 5 
78-80) 
116/5 П? 1009 4 (lines4,7) 15 0 
108/7 П? 1036 0 2, perhaps 0 
3 (line 12) 
106/5 I? 1011 2(lines14,23) 1(line46) 50 
101/100, cf. II? 1028 0 32 4 
SEG 24.188 


Cf. II? 1013, a large decree dealing with weights and measures, probably of the 
late second century B.C., with -nı twelve times, -et once; -nt once on the small frag- 
ment of a decree dated by archon's name to 117/6, cf. Hesperia 45 (1976) p.287, 
no.3. The small decree dated with certainty to 112/1, II? 1012, with -п four times, 
-& eight times, is something of a throwback. It happens that the spelling ef is not 
attested for the relative pronoun, but there is no definable tendency for particular 
words to have -et, -11, or -y in these lengthy texts. 

Kirchner dated the decree, II? 1027 (-& six times; fj, once), to the end of the second century 
(at least as late as 102/1 B. C.), presumably on the basis of the lettering. Even if the attribution 
of the text to 159/8 has to be given up, it is likely it belongs to about 160 B.C. (cf. SEG 21.457). 


After 100 B.C. -& is decidedly rare for -ть іп the dative of n-stems. The latest 
examples are: II? 1337.6, 7 (97/6, cf. Hesperia 18 [1949] p.6) decree (orgeones) -et 
five times, no -nt or - (L.); II? 2872 (са. 97/6) ded., -n[t] once, -& once; Hesperia 17 
(1948) p.25, no. 12 (95/4) decree, -& іп dat. sing. (ten times) (but Ти. (bis), cf. p.381 
infra) (L.); II? 1029.23 (96/5) decree, xoopntei, -ni eight times, -j once; II? 1047 
(49/8) decree, very small fr., -& three times (L.); II? 1045 (ante 50? perhaps not this 
late?) decree, very small fr., -e twice in dative, also et. 
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Correct II? 1039.26 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.100) to read not év tei [т], but: Еу те evtal 
(new fr. added, АЕ 1964, pp.36ff.) (L.). In II? 1078.41 (ca. 220p.) the reading is now 
фло тЇ | холе, and it is doubtful whether more could ever be read than this on the 
stone (L.). 


The spelling "Еоцеї also occurs twice in the first century B.C., viz: II? 2873 (95/4) ded.; 
Hesperia 30 (1961) p.270, по. 100, line 4 (59/8) ded. (L.). This spelling also occurs later on a 
defixio of the third century A.D., cf. 8.02, no. 30, and is known in other parts of Greece. It is 
probable that a variant dative "Еорєї (= [er-mi-]) existed, possibly due to confusion with the 
-ovc, -&, -y declension paradigm. The normal spelling at Athens at this time and later was 
certainly `Еонй or "Боні, e.g. П2 2992 (60/59), 12 2993 (55/4), 112 2997 (paulo post 8/7) 
dedications; II? 4742 (s. I/II p.) ded. (priv.). The spelling AvoxAiit оп a decree, II? 1046.19 (52/1), 
is more likely an analogical formation rather than due to over-extension of restored ті; perhaps 
due to non-Attic influence (cf. p. 147 supra). 


b) - in subjunctives. Here -& for -nt is first attested in the fifth century and occurs 
very rarely in the earlier fourth century (cf. 23.00, pp.368— 369 supra). An increase in 
subjunctives іп -& may be observed in 112 223 (343/2) decree with five subjunctives 
in -et alongside two in -yt, and fj; II? 226 (са. 343/2) decree with -& twice, -nt once; 
II? 244 (337/6) decree with -et twice, -nı seven times; etc. After 315 B.C. -n is fairly 
raré (except in ўі), but note II2653.42 (285/4), П2677.18 (ca. 275), Hesperia 17 (1948) 
р-3, no.3, line 11 (244/3) with a pronounced preference for -nt, decrees; II? 1299.68 
(post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians). There is, however, a tendency to avoid 
et for ђ before са. 300, although both spellings are found ca. 340—ca. 160, e.g. єї 
II? 1183.29, 30, 31, 32 (post 340) decree (deme), ІІ? 1631.396 (323/2) inv., and 
frequently in the third century; qu II? 244.62, 85, 103 (337/6), II2 463.27, 54, 85 
(307/6), 12 466.b32 (307/6), 12 468.9 (306/5), II? 558.11 (ca. 303/2), II? 505.41 
(302/1) decrees, etc.; Tj is infrequent in the third century, e.g. 12 653.50 (285/4) con- 
servative decree which avoids -et in the dat. sing. of n-stems and other subjunctives; 
II? 654.57 (285/4) decree with -et more frequent than -nı іп the dat. sing.; II? 659.21 
(283/2) decree which prefers -nı to -et іп dat. sing.; Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, no.1 
(= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree for phylarchs and hipparchs with тїй, Aver, -eu in 
dat. sing.; II? 670.13 (282/1) decree; II? 700.b 17 (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) decree with 
-et in dat. sing.; II? 1292.18 (215/4, cf. Vidman p.4, no.2) decree (sarapiastai), etc. 
Both єї and "ji іп а decree of 247/6, Hesperia 11 (1942) p.287, no.56 (= 12 791 
+ new fr.). 

After 200 B.C. -т and -п are gradually restored for -& in the subjunctive; in the 
first half of the second century all three spellings are well attested: 

Subjunctives in -et: II? 926.13 (init. s. Па.), cf. II? 927.4 (init. s. Па.?), II? 908.17 (181-170), 
II? 909.20 (ca. 170) decrees; II? 1326.45, 46, 47 (176/5) decree (orgeones); etc. 

el: II? 931.10 (init. s. Па.?) (L.), II? 908.17 (181—170), П2 909.19 (са. 170), 12 955.14 (ante 159) 
decrees; II? 1324.21 (са. 200) decree (orgeones); II? 1327.20 (178/7) decree (orgeones); etc. 

The last examples of -et are: II? 1223.15 (post 167), II? 1224.b 4 (ca. 166) decrees (cleruchs); 
of ef: II? 984.6 (са. 150), II? 1045.2 (ante 50? perhaps not this late) decrees. 
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Subjunctives in -т: 02 924.6 (init. s. Па.?), IP 891.17 (ca. 188/7), 112 982.15 (post 150), IP 
968.61 (143/2) decrees; П2 1328.36, 42 (175/4) decree (orgeones); and frequently after 150 B.C. 
Як П? 945.12 (168/7) decree; II? 1227.20 (131/0) decree (cleruchs); Hesperia 23 (1954) p.240, 
no. 11, line 7 (s. ILa.) small fr. of a decree; II? 1039.65 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree. 


Subjunctives in -ņ begin to appear in the second quarter of the second century, cf. 
22.021, пов.2, 3, 5, 6. The subjunctives in -ё! cease before 150 B.C., some time before 
the dat. sing. in -et: note Hesperia 17 (1948) p.25, no. 12 (95/4) decree with -є! only 
in the dat. sing. (ten times), but Т twice. 

For petaxtvjoets (= ретахіуйотс) іп a sepulchral curse of ca. 150 A.D., cf. 8.02, 
no.21, p. 169 supra. 

c) Augmented and reduplicated forms of verbs іп at-. Here the number of examples 
is small, but the trend appears the same as іп the datives of y-stems. £ı- first appears ca. 
340 (cf. єїоєдт іп a decree of 343/2, II? 223.B 11) and is well attested in the aorist 
almost immediately, e. g.: 
eloé dn II? 360.36, 44 (325/4) decree; I? 1672.300 (329/8) inv.; 
éneiveoav II? 379.7 (ca. 320) decree; etc. 
ёл ууеоах in H2 500.17 (302/1) decree, has -sı in dat. 


Before 300 є‹- is rare in the perfect: 
elonpévos II? 1493.5 (334/3), II? 1496.201 (334/3 —331/0) inventories. 


fionuévoc 112 244.32, 38 (337/6) decree; П21627.383 (330/29) inv.; 1121629.210, 1018 
(325/4) inv. 


In the third century &- is normal in both aorist and perfect: 
énetvexe, гіоебуоау II? 1299.62, 81 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), alongside 
Елірмехе ib. 63 (cf. infra); éxewéxaow Ш2 1163.14 (284/3) decree (tribe); лаоегсдоохо II? 
657.26 (283/2), 11? 682.16 (post 256/5) decrees; ғїтүүхєу П2 682.94 decree; eleéfyoav IP 
1300.15 (ca. 230) decree (troops); elonpévos IP? 1534В.160 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; 
eonuévov, xaðergéðn ПІ 1539.3, 4 (215/4) inv.; sigéðnoav SEG 2.9.12 (244/3) decree 
(thiasotai); etc. 
ni- in HLlon]pévor IP? 1283.8 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens); ёлўһуєхє II? 
1299.63 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), has et- ib. 62, 81 (cf. supra). 

Examples are rare in the period after 200 B. C., but it seems clear that there was 
restoration of ті and 1) here also, cf. émpyvédyoav II? 1006.31 (122/1) decree, ёлтүу 01) 
ib. 67. The last examples of gı- are e[Lonpévog II? 1331.b 5 (ca. 130) decree (technitai), 
гіоебтувоу II? 1228.19 (116/5) decree (cleruchs). 

d) лӧлі. The dative singular of лӧ\с̧ is a special case. The original form of the 
dative was nóÀn in Attic (cf. Meillet- Vendryes p.477), a spelling well attested іп 
decrees of the late fifth and early fourth centuries, cf. Hesperia 14 (1945) p.115, 
по. 10, line3 (425/4) in Ionic script; I? 1081.35 (410/9) not in Ionic script, but H 
used consistently for [e]; IP. 13.10 (399/8); I? 17.10 (394/3); II? 24.b8 (paulo ante 
387/6); II? 53.7 (390—370, cf. SEG 24.77); 112 84.4 (ante 378/7) has ахоолодть; 
IP 42.5—6 (378/7); ІІ? 106.17 (368/7) has ахоолб\т. Note that zónu is not con- 
fined just to the old formula Еу лоді, cf. 12 108 I, II? 42. 
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But лоді, is also attested: twice in one fifth-century decree in Ionic script, I? 93.9, 11 
(425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19), but this text has been cited for AvOivet, i.e. it 
wavers between HI and EI for nu (cf. 23.00, p.369 supra); and (й4хоо)лбХғв occurs in 
fourth-century decrees: 112 29.4 (387/6); II? 57.4 (ante 386); 1234.21 (384/3); IP? 
40.17 (378/7); 112 76.20, 112 79.15, 11282.15 (all ante 378/7). In П2 21.4 (390/89) 
]лбАв might be either xóXev or áxoo]zxóAet, and the apparent distinction between 
дхоолоїеі and zón in the examples may not be significant, for dxgoxdAnL occurs 
in II? 84 and IP. 106, xóXev in I? 93, II? 57. 

moder and ахоололе‹ become normal by ca. 370: 

e.g. 1298.26 (375/4); П2 107.20 (368/7); П2 111.25 (363/2); II? 116.44 (361/0); II? 149.20 
(ante 355); 112 206.30 (349/8); I? 223.15 (343/2); II? 226.21 (ca. 343/2); П2 240.23 (337/6); 
IP 276.20 (ante 336/5); II? 287.16 (са. 350, cf. SEG 24.90); 12 344.21 (332/1); П2 351.35 
(330/29); Ц2360.24 (325/4); 12365.b14 (323/2); IP 368.15 (322/1); 12 373.12 (322/1); 
Il? 392.12 (321-318); 112 393.11 (321-318); 1I? 396.6 (321-318); 112 398.Ь8 (ca. 320/19); 
II? 426.14 (336-334, cf. SEG 24.97) all decrees; etc. 


&хоолоОАлу is not attested іп a text securely dated between 368/7 and 346/5, and is 
altogether rare thereafter: II? 217.9 (346/5); II? 222.29 (ca. 344); II? 333.2 12 (335/4); 
of uncertain date: II? 293.5, 112 278.11 (both ante 336/5) decrees; 112 1152.12 (fin. 
s. IVa.?) decree (tribe). These are the last examples of -nt in this word; only -ev is 
found in the Hellenistic Period. 


It has been suggested (cf. 22.011) that the use of HI for the dative of xóAic in the late fifth 
century in opposition to the almost exclusive use of EI in the datives of -es- and -eu-stems is not 
accidental and ties it up with datives like tuii, бох, etc., where НІ is also far more frequent 
than EI. If, as is likely, in ca. 400 B.C. the НІ of viij, was a diphthong, whether [e'i] ог [ei], 
that of x6Ant was also. 

The later examples of ахоолбАти, however, are contemporary with a spread of EI at the 
expense of HI and with the extension of HI to forms where it certainly represents [е], e.g. 
tetononts, Emp, etc. (cf. pp.356—357 supra). By this time the use of HI in xóXn might be 
merely spelling conservatism or the same type of confusion as in vevofjonus, etc., і.е. = [e], 
rather than an indication of a diphthong. The matter is made more difficult by the uncertainty 
of the value of 66-11 as іп tei, тїр, etc. (cf. 22.011, p.354 supra). Certainly -&i is universal in 
7óAet after II? 333 and II? 1152 cited supra, and it clearly develops like cases of original єї, as in 
GOévet, xeitat, etc., or cases of єї ent, as in yoappatet, xAeic, etc., and passes (ої (= [1-]). 


The reviving of nón in Roman times was probably confined to metrical texts: cf. 
dxeondrne (nv two syllables, cf.. Iliad 3.50) 12 4258.3 (aet. Augusti) ded.; nón 
(scanned as а bacchiac) II? 4008.4 (s. Шр.) ded. 

ТПОАНЦ occurs on the very small fr. of Roman date, Hesperia 41 (1972) p. 433, no. 70 (ded. 
in prose?), but there is too much uncertainty to suggest an archaizing revival of xtóAnt in prose 
texts on the basis of this fragment. The nóàņ of II? 3592.21 (165/6—168/9p.) ded. must be 
corrected to лом (L.). 


The normal spelling in the Roman Period is лол, less often nó: 


лбек П2 3177.3 (aet. Augusti) ded.; Deltion 25 (1970) p.58, no.6 (post 313/2p.) agonistic 
ded.; ІР 3627.5 (post 150p.) ded.; II? 3592.19 (165/6—168/9p.) ded., has лом, in ib. 21 (L.); 
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II? 1078.41 (ca. 220p.) decree; II? 3169/70.17 (bis), 20 (253—257 p.) ded.; I? 2775.17 (s. Шр.) 
will; etc. 

An unusual diaeresis has been recorded over the iota of лодєї (scanned vu—) in а sep. mon. 
of the Roman Period, II? 13161a(in add.).4 (s. Шр.?), but there is now no trace of it on the 
stone (L.) (cf. 4.031, no.7, p.97 supra). 
лом: II? 3592.21 (165/6— 168/9 p.) ded., nós in ib. 19 (L.); H? 5206.2 (s. IV p.) ded. 

Lit.: MS? pp.36—39, notes 194—217; Lademann pp.9—29; A.S. Henry, CQ n.s. 14 (1964) 
pp. 240-245. 


24.00 The diphthongs бу, nv, ov 


24.01 А for àv: Ғатоф, йтоб, etc. 


Slightly over twenty examples of ато- ог бато- can be collected, of which 75% can 
be dated with virtual certainty to the period ca. 50 B.C.—ca. 30 A.D. One or two are 
a few years earlier (cf. nos. 1, 2 infra), but the examples of considerably later date are 
doubtful: no. 28, certainly of 132 A. D., but known only from Fourmont; по.25, with 
no very precise indication of date. The normal spellings éavto- and афто- are also 
common in this period, and sometimes occur іп the same text as Еоло-, etc. (cf. nos. 8, 
9 infra). Cf. addenda. 

The long diphthong of бйюто- (є- “ёо Ффт-), 8010- has been shortened to Га") through loss of 
its second element as in the case of à for би, о for wt, etc., as Wackernagel saw (cf. Lit. infra; 
Schwyzer, GG 1 p.203); but the short av of абтос remained unaffected. The cessation of the 
spellings &to-, etc. is due to the loss of quantitative distinctions in vowels: àv became the same 
as av, and they underwent the same development. It is unlikely that the pronunciation of àv as 
а in &to- etc. was anything more than a substandard variant; if, however, it had become 
universal, the restoration of av will have been due to etymological connection felt with абтос. 

For a possible case of atég (= афтос), cf. 19.00b, p.344 supra; the Na- in Naowvixn, 
Naxaxtia, etc. is probably from vav-, cf. 19.00f, p. 345 supra. 

In IP 1533.6—7 (post 338/7) inv., ба|тобто has been carved for бамтої(тоїто) through a 
simple copying error; there is no question of батой here, as Lademann saw (p. 102): the stone- 
cutter forgot his EA- because of the new line and thought he was carving the word тобто, itself 
superfluous here. 


Lit.: MS? p.154, note 1318; Lademann pp. 102—103; J. Wackernagel, ZVS 33 (1895) pp.4—8. 


Examples: 
ёатоў, атой, etc.: Nos. 1-18 can be dated on basis of evidence other than à for àv: 
1) Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.166, no.98, line 21 (paulo ante 60) decree: grata (cf. 7.03, 
no. 1c, p. 152 supra; cf. also p. 148 supra); 
2) 02 1050.13 (ca. 80?) decree: £avóv; 
3) Il? 1049.17 (57/6, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.170, no. 101) decree: Eatovs (L., text 
in IG II? needs correction); 
4) II? 1046.15 (52/1) decree: &axóàx (L.); 
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5) II? 1756.29 (ca. 50) pryt. cat.: ёотбуу; 
6) I? 3442.3 (post 50) ded.: ёатбу; 
7) I? 1048.5 (46/5, cf. Agora 15, p.222, no. 281) decree: балібм (L.); 
8) II? 1042.c6 (ca. 41/0) decree: ёатбуу, but £avtoig ib. с 10, al.; 
9) II? 1043.63 (38/7) decree, бтоФ0с is the correct reading (L.); 
10) 112 1343.19 (ca. 37/6) decree (soteriastai): éatóv (L.); 
11) Deltion 23 (1968) p. 7, no. 3, plate 2b (31?) ded.: бтоф; 
12) II? 3440.5 (37-27) ded., éa1óv has been corrected to éavtóv (cf. Kirchner's note in IG 
IP); 
13) Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.223ff. (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges Bidez pp.819ff.) decree: 
ёстой in line 33; 
14) IP 4123.4 (ca. 23) ded.: болоб; 
15) IP 4122.4 (post 23) ded.: балої; 
16) Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 246, no. 97 A, line 14 (21/0) decree: £atóv; 
17) IP 4157.5 (ante 15 р.) ded.: батом (L.); 
18) 112 3241.3 (14—29p.) ded.: бол(йс (L.). 


Nos. 19—26 with no very precise indication of date: 

19) 12 3504.9 (fin. s. Ia.) ded.: Ёатоос, 

20) Hesperia 30 (1961) pp. 247 —248, по. 45, line 3 (fin. s. Ia.) ded.: бтбу; 

21) 12 4038.2 (init. s. Ip.) ded.: балійс (L.); 

22) IP 4163.4, 5 (init. з. Ip.) ded.: Ғатбу; 

23) IP 4161.4 (init. s. Гр.) ded.: ёатбу (L.); 

24) IP 4186.5 (ca. 50 p.) ded.: &tav, has fjavto ib. 7 (L.); 

25) II? 10770.5 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.: б); 

26) Annuario 4/5 (1921-22) p.64, no. 139 (aet. Rom.) ded.: атої (not Е|отой, cf. the photo- 
graph). 

Doubtful: 

27) IP 1056/7.9 (init. s. Ia.?) decree; that the reading is Ёол), and not éax[, cannot be excluded 
(1.); 

28) II? 3291 (132 p.) ded.: батійс; text known only from Fourmont; the date is certain. 


24.02 Shortening of nv to ev 


A development of nv |є"") — ev [e"] similar to the earlier stages in the development 
of t probably occurred in Attic by the mid-fourth century B.C., as the spelling ЄбАЕ, 
occurs on an agonistic dedication dated to 352/1, cf. Deltion 25 (1970) p. 147, no.7; 
the same spelling on a later ded. (prose), 12 3112.12 (75/6—87/8p.). Неге mere 
neglect of the augment cannot be the explanation, as adAet would have resulted. Cf. 
the spelling of the perfect participle énevEnpévov in II? 1338.30 (78/7) decree (synodos 
of technitai); later ЕбЕцоєу in 112 1343.18 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai); ev&n[tar 
for nbEntat in II? 5006.5 (aet. Hadriani), oracular verse text probably later than loss 
of vowel quantity. 

For the normal spelling тбл, cf. e.g. II? 3029.3, II? 3093.4 (init. s. IVa.); II? 3064.3 (384/3), 
II? 3037.3 (375/4), ІІ? 3065.4 (365/4), 112 3038.5 (364/3), IP 3067.6 (ante 350); ІР 3046.3, 
II? 3049.3, IP 3071.4 (са. 350); II? 3069.1, II? 3068.3 (344/3); 12 3042.2 (335/4), II? 3052.2 
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(328/7), 1123055.2, II? 3056.3 (320/19); IP 3058.3 (s. IVa.), II? 3078.5 (init. s. Ша.), ІР 
3079.4 (282/1), Ї2 3081.4 (277/6), II? 3083.4, 9 (271/0); Deltion 25 (1970) p.143, no.1 
(363/2), p.144, nos.2 (362/1), 3 (361/0), p.145, no.4 (360/59), p.146, nos.5 (359/8), 6 
(355/4), p. 147, no.8 (349/8); 11? 3088.3 (175/4) all dedications. Cf. éxnvEnoev 112 1326.11 
(176/5) decree (dionysiastai). [0А ЕУ (probably scanned as a choriamb) in the ded., II? 3115 
(s. Ip.?), is a poetic artificiality. 

In the case of verbs in initial ev- (like ebaioxw, etc.) spellings in ev- in the aorist and 
perfect also appear by the end of the fourth century, and it is likely that they too are 
due to the change of nv to ev rather than merely neglect of the augment or redupli- 
cation. Cf. e[óeoyé]|[v]n«ev 112 1191.9-10 (321/0) decree (deme) (stoichedon); 
eve[oy]é[t]nxe[v II? 506.4 (302/1, cf. SEG 21.339) decree; evegyetqxao[t ІІ? 573.10 
(fin. s. IVa.) decree; evegyet[yxdotv] 112 735.7 (ante 250) decree; eve’évi téyvar end 
of а hexameter in the ded., 112 3783.1 (s. Па.) ded. But in the Classical Period only 
тбоєдт, түбөтүтон, etc. (cf. Morphology). Later case of ev-: ебохйбуоау 112 2221.21 
(217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (prose). 

Lit.: MS? pp. 171—172, notes 1430-1432; Lademann р. 125. 
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wv is not found in Attic. The spelling aùtwv (for абтоб) in the deme decree, II? 
1183.23 (post 340) (L.), remains isolated. The text contains a number of copying 
errors (cf. 8.01, no.7; 11.041 supra; 41.03, 42.012 infra), and QY here is probably 
of no significance. The spelling ХоуууЦедс) occurs for Хос іп an eph. cat. of 
84/5-92/3 A.D., cf. П2 1996.67 (L.); although of a type not otherwise found at 
Athens, it is due to the equivalence of omega and omicron at this time: the same text 
has elsewhere: Ағоубс, Ообошос, "Aqooós(otoc (cf. 12.012, nos.5, 17, p.230 
supra). 


25.00-34.00 Other phenomena related to vowels 
25.00 Loss of quantitative distinction in vowels 


The original distinction between long and short Greek vowels eventually dis- 
appeared with the result that vowels no longer had any significant differences in 
length, or were isochronic, as they are in MG. This change probably occurred because 
of an increase in the expiratory character of the accent. There is conclusive evidence 
of vowel isochrony in Attic texts of the Roman Period, especially after 100 A.D.: 

EI for 1: The first example is probably "Алд үе: оп a ded. (priv.) certainly dating 
to the reign of Nero, but the use of EI бог 116 normally only found in texts later than 
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(328/7), 1123055.2, II? 3056.3 (320/19); IP 3058.3 (s. IVa.), II? 3078.5 (init. s. Ша.), ІР 
3079.4 (282/1), Ї2 3081.4 (277/6), II? 3083.4, 9 (271/0); Deltion 25 (1970) p.143, no.1 
(363/2), p.144, nos.2 (362/1), 3 (361/0), p.145, no.4 (360/59), p.146, nos.5 (359/8), 6 
(355/4), p. 147, no.8 (349/8); 11? 3088.3 (175/4) all dedications. Cf. éxnvEnoev 112 1326.11 
(176/5) decree (dionysiastai). [0А ЕУ (probably scanned as a choriamb) in the ded., II? 3115 
(s. Ip.?), is a poetic artificiality. 

In the case of verbs in initial ev- (like ebaioxw, etc.) spellings in ev- in the aorist and 
perfect also appear by the end of the fourth century, and it is likely that they too are 
due to the change of nv to ev rather than merely neglect of the augment or redupli- 
cation. Cf. e[óeoyé]|[v]n«ev 112 1191.9-10 (321/0) decree (deme) (stoichedon); 
eve[oy]é[t]nxe[v II? 506.4 (302/1, cf. SEG 21.339) decree; evegyetqxao[t ІІ? 573.10 
(fin. s. IVa.) decree; evegyet[yxdotv] 112 735.7 (ante 250) decree; eve’évi téyvar end 
of а hexameter in the ded., 112 3783.1 (s. Па.) ded. But in the Classical Period only 
тбоєдт, түбөтүтон, etc. (cf. Morphology). Later case of ev-: ебохйбуоау 112 2221.21 
(217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (prose). 

Lit.: MS? pp. 171—172, notes 1430-1432; Lademann р. 125. 


24.03 ov 


wv is not found in Attic. The spelling aùtwv (for абтоб) in the deme decree, II? 
1183.23 (post 340) (L.), remains isolated. The text contains a number of copying 
errors (cf. 8.01, no.7; 11.041 supra; 41.03, 42.012 infra), and QY here is probably 
of no significance. The spelling ХоуууЦедс) occurs for Хос іп an eph. cat. of 
84/5-92/3 A.D., cf. П2 1996.67 (L.); although of a type not otherwise found at 
Athens, it is due to the equivalence of omega and omicron at this time: the same text 
has elsewhere: Ағоубс, Ообошос, "Aqooós(otoc (cf. 12.012, nos.5, 17, p.230 
supra). 


25.00-34.00 Other phenomena related to vowels 
25.00 Loss of quantitative distinction in vowels 


The original distinction between long and short Greek vowels eventually dis- 
appeared with the result that vowels no longer had any significant differences in 
length, or were isochronic, as they are in MG. This change probably occurred because 
of an increase in the expiratory character of the accent. There is conclusive evidence 
of vowel isochrony in Attic texts of the Roman Period, especially after 100 A.D.: 

EI for 1: The first example is probably "Алд үе: оп a ded. (priv.) certainly dating 
to the reign of Nero, but the use of EI бог 116 normally only found in texts later than 
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100 A.D. With the exception of the instance just cited EI is not used for Ї in in- 
flectional endings. Typical examples: В@хугос, Eiáocov, Біобмос, oteatewtns, 
ёліміхеа (cf. 9.024, pp. 199—202 supra). 


Confusion of O and Q: Pre-Roman examples are insufficient to support isochrony. 
In the first century A.D. confusion of О and Q is still very rare, but cases become 
more numerous thereafter, especially after the middle of the second century. In public 
texts orthographical conservatism prevented much confusion of O and Q except in a 
few lexical items: most typical are Aeovtíc, Zoioc, and confusion of O and Q in 
Roman names. Confusion of O and Q in inflectional endings is very rare (cf. 12.012, 
pp.228 ff. supra). 


Confusion of E and H: This is very rare at all periods, but the pre-Roman examples 
can probably be explained without reference to vowel isochrony (cf. 8.01, pp. 159ff., 
nos. 1—34 on pp. 162—3 supra). There are certainly some examples of confusion of E 
and H as late as the third century A.D., but it seems likely that one factor causing its 
rarity even in texts of Roman date was the spread of the pronunciation of 1 as |11, as 
there is occasionally confusion of Н and I by 150 A.D., including use of H for t (cf. 
8.02, pp. 165—170 supra). Very rare cases of H, instead of E, for at (now pronounced 
[е]) also point to loss of quantitative distinction between т and є (cf. 15.013; 8.01 
nos. 52-54). 

Another spelling providing indirect evidence for vowel isochrony involves the 
diphthong àv: although àv and ёх later undergo the same developments, the second 
element of the long diphthong àv is occasionally dropped in the period ca. 100 B. C.— 
са. 50 A.D., but ёх never loses its v. The disappearance of A for àv about 50 A.D. 
probably indicates that àv and Gv are by this time identical (cf. 24.01, pp.383—384 
supra). 


Metrical anomalies of the Roman Period also must be the result of isochrony: 
Kang Шу por лотос ouv ФУ) 9буора Newopfgon[c] 
12 9145.3-5 (s Ир. ) sep. mon. 
бүборхоута 8 боду беду у [Bory ‹ бліда) 
(Өїрбу| те КЕхоблоу Le Legav Boviñv те є Ye[oaí oov] 
I? 19190) 3-4 (s. ШШр. ) зер. топ. 
*Hy yao Ёл хара. Exté te xal x 
II? 12701.12—14 (s. Шр.) sep. поп; x = ноот. 


Іп these examples there is по discernible relationship between the accent and the 
counting of a short syllable as long. Cf. II? 12828 (s. III/IV p.) sep. mon.; etc. 

The foregoing cases are of course distinct from those i in which freedom in the metre is to 
accommodate a proper name, such as in Nixop|oA« | Leo (with -Bo-, i.e. -Bov-, scanned short) in 
the sep. топ. II? 6004.5-6 (390—365). Cf. Побуду, etc. in 31.00, pp.412—413 infra. 

In the sep. mon., II? 12794,5 (= GVI 1, p.552, no.1836) (fin. s. Пр.), the spelling Еуотоу 
(scanned as a dactyl) may belong here as a contra metrum spelling. But it might also be for an 
intended єїмалом (familiar in epic) (cf. 7.0111c, p. 139 supra) or Ёууатоу (frequent variant for 
eivatov in codd.) (cf. 43.012, p. 516 infra). 


Vowel assimilation, dissimilation, metathesis 387 


The lengthening of the final а of natéga before the break in the middle of the pentameter 
seen in the cat., AM 67 (1942) p.31, no.30 (aet. Rom.), may not be due to vowel isochrony, but 
an ancient metrical device: 

Хобомслоу лолёро ѓу teAéatc Gvotate. 

The irregularities in some poetry of the Roman Period go far beyond mere confusion of vowel 
quantities, cf. e.g. II? 10699 а (in add.) (= GVI 1, p.367, no. 1244) (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 

А fairly long list can be made of examples of confusion between E, О and H, Q on stone 
texts from the fourth century and the Hellenistic Period (cf. 8.01, nos. 1—34, pp. 162—3 supra; 
12.011, nos. 1—42, pp. 224—226). Many of these can be explained as graphic mistakes or as due 
to assimilation, and more of the documents are private, usually sep. monuments, than public. 
It seems doubtful that these examples are really evidence for the breakdown of vowel quantity 
rather than confusion of similar sounds by the careless or ignorant. The frequent confusion 
of E, O and H, Q is especially characteristic of the semi-literate defixiones (cf. pp. 161, 224 
supra). Significantly, there is no certain example of EI for 1 before the first century A.D., 
although EI for Т is not rare after 200 B. C.; and yet EI for ï is found in the papyri before 
200 B.C. (cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.69), and its absence in Attica in the cruder texts (one alleged 
example should be corrected, cf. 9.024a, p.202 supra) probably shows that the tendency 
towards vowel isochrony was not as early there. The nature of the examples of confusion of O 
and Q also seems to change markedly after about 100 A. D. 

The genitives іп -éoc for -wç are a special case (cf. 12.011, p.224 supra and Morphology); 
so also “Ообеу for “Оабеу (cf. 12.0111, pp. 227—228 supra). For spellings in -іс, ал, etc. cf. 
28.01, pp. 400ff. infra. For Пообеута (ov = Latin й), cf. 11.043 a, p.222 supra. 

Lit: MS? p.68, note 590; Lademann p.115; Schwyzer, Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften 
pp. 94-97. 
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26.01 Vowel assimilation 


Not infrequently a vowel becomes identical to a vowel in an adjacent syllable. In 
some cases examples are frequent enough that a fairly general assimilation in a large 
segment of the population may be assumed, e.g. ђиосо, 'Ooxouévioc, etc., ог an 
assimilated form may even replace the original form, e.g. `Axaðńuea, ХОлос, ófoAóc 
(= ‘coin’), etc. But there are also isolated cases, and it is reasonable to suppose that 
occasionally assimilated pronunciations occurred which were not very general. Since, 
however, it is quite easy for the eye of a copyist to skip from one syllable to the next, 
some assimilated spellings may be only writing mistakes, and there are usually no 
reliable criteria for deciding whether a given case is purely graphic or not. And yet 
that some of the examples are due to phonological causes is demonstrable from 
certain tendencies which can be observed in them. Thus assimilation tends to be more 
frequent when the vowels are separated by о, A, or v; assimilation of a vowel to the 
following syllable (regressive assimilation) is more common than the opposite (pro- 


388 


Other phenomena related to vowels 


gressive assimilation). Both of these tendencies can be seen to be characteristic of 
Greek generally, in places where assimilation has certainly taken place, cf. ӘроХбс, 


ХОмос, etc. 


a) Regressive assimilation: 


Q:£—£:€ 


0:02 0:0 


0:04 — Qt: ae 


t£:0 5 0:0 


EN 2:1) 


£:UL— U:U 


£:02 0:0 


enon 


Elit LL 


£:U— 0:0 
Ty: EL — EL: EL 


Tn:t- tt 


mon: 


tivu: 


0:Е->6:Е 
0: 0U + 00:00 


Ségeth (unless Sé’eety) (cf. 6.01 a, no. 1, p. 120 supra). 

лаовохеойоото (cf. 6.03b, p. 130 supra), xoAds оп a vase (cf. 6.03 4, p.130 
supra) both probably graphic mistakes. 

*Avatxaretc, Exattaiog (cf. 15.011, nos. 3, 5, p.268 supra). 

Earlier “Ехабтнос, Exadteva develop to "Ахо8т- (loss of [h] unexplained) 
(cf. 6.015, р.128); ‘АхоћӨєу, Ебардл- (in two texts), бхатерос, бойлауоу 
(cf. 6.01 a, nos. 2—6, р. 120 supra). 

"Eeyoufvns, Муритес, дубвихт- (three times), ёлєрүйлӨү, evernoxippato 
(cf. 8.01, nos. 20, 25, 26—27, 29, 33, 19 on pp. 162—3 supra). Later spellings 
of this type are due to vowel isochrony (cf. 25.00, pp. 385—387 supra). 

ЖОшдішу, ‘Qpidivn occur several times оп a group of fourth-century de- 
fixiones, alongside the normal ’QqeA{wv, etc. (cf. 7.012f, p. 144 supra). 
”Орхорёуюс first appears in the fifth century, is normal after 400 B.C. 
СЕохорёуюс only once after then) (cf. 11.012, p.216 supra); *AAwsoxov- 
voos (cf. 11.015, p. 217 supra). 

No certain cases: correct "Нойут to Еірўут (cf. 8.02, Notes and Corrections, 
p. 170 supra). : 

Х0хос (+ хєдмос) already established as the Attic form at the time of the first 
attestations in the fifth century, MewWlywsg and МА бос both found in the 
Classical Period but MtAfytog does not survive after 300 В.С. (cf. 9.0212b, 
p.194 supra). The ı of КМуас, Юмлїас, Кліллібес is probably due to the 
preceding хА-, cf. KAttagyos (cf. 9.0211, p. 192 supra). Other early examples 
of t for є, may be due to assimilation, although other explanations are usually 
possible, e.g. Пкоооатос (cf. 9.021, no. 1, р. 190 supra); Alyidi, Xwugiéoc, 
блци, об (cf. 9.022, nos. 2, 4, 15, 16, p. 196 supra). 

hiAv6va on rf. vase (cf. 18.012, p.342 supra). 

ёлидХалемду, but probably confusion of ёлңё\вш апа éxipeAnt- (cf. 8.02, 
no. 5, p. 168 supra). 

Novpuvíat, Муширбу (cf. 8.02, nos.2, 16, pp. 167—8 supra); later cases аге 
probably due to identity of n and t. 

(ступусіююа, Мт)лүоос (cf. 8.02, nos.6, 8, p.168 supra); Enànvós, Beovn- 
xfjÓnc post-date change of т to Ці") (cf. 8.02, пов.24, 39, p.169 supra). 
fvov frequent in fourth and third centuries B. C. (cf. 14.011, p.262); Куубде, 
due to difficulty with foreign toponym? (cf. 14.015, p.265 supra). 

&yoexéoa (cf. 11.01 b, no. 1, p. 215 supra). 

обтоу for бтох in a text with many copying errors (cf. 11.041, p. 218 supra); 
Помотофшос (cf. 11.042, p. 220). 


о:0-э 0:10 
М:Е->Е:Е 
U:L ы: 


0:02 0:0 


v:02 0:0 
0:00 > OV: OU 


о:ауэа:а 


90:02 0:0 
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Terxveufiov (= Touxoguotov) (cf. 11.02, p. 218 supra). 

Едбереутүс (cf. 14.03, p. 267 supra). 

Avoviaxiñy(?), Evtuyic, Ххавикої (cf. 14.01, nos. 4, 6, 3, pp. 261—2 supra); 
Вібдло-, variant for Bufo- occurring in a decree of 403/2 В.С. and an 
imperial edict of 305/6 A.D. (cf. 14.012, p.263); Avovioóc, Avoviovyéves on 
vases (cf. p. 261 supra). 

Флос, "Anwhddagos, 569a, “Aviyd@ver (cf. 12.011, nos. 30, 35, 36, 
37, рр.225-6 supra); but Gua probably foreign name (cf. 7.012с, p. 143 
supra). 

Avfooc for А уос? (cf. 11.02, p.218 supra). 

X9ovoo9 (copying error?) (cf. 14.02, p. 267 supra). 

ZAKPATHE probably an uncorrected copying error (cf. 12.02a, no. 4, p.234 
supra). 

Лєбхомос (cf. 12.011, no. 18, p. 225 supra). 


b) Progressive assimilation: 


0:£ 0:0 


а: эа:а 
а:оза:а 
a:0 70:0 
£:£U Э €:€ 
Е: 2 Е:Е 
EV: U— EV: EV 


11:Ё-»11:1) 
1:6 1:1 
11:4-»11:1| 
aut 
V:EL— V: 
илэ 
(ELO 9 bet 


120-120 


0:£ 0:0 


9:1|-9: 90:90) 


Каћауё- is normal in Greek for Latin Kalend-, Ovada[eta (cf. 6.01c, p. 121 
supra); лоо|олаоббосау (omission of the augment?) (cf. 6.01a, p.120 
supra). 

'Aqaóvaio(c) (cf. 6.02 d, p. 129 supra). 

xadis on a vase (cf. 6.034, р. 130 supra). 

брахибу probably a copying error (cf. 12.02 a, no. 3, p. 233 supra). 

Ledexevs careless omission? (cf. 20.00b, p. 346 supra). 

Мокооүёүєс (cf. 8.01, no. 12, р. 162 supra). 

Ебдєбиауос doubtful, Pococke’s copy unreliable: ІІ 678.21 (256/5, cf. 
SEG 21.377) decree; evatevpavorot (cf. 20.00 c, p. 347 supra). 


"Входіївту (cf. 8.01, no. 32, р. 163 supra). 

°"Нлпофтц, холт) оу (cf. 8.03, pp. 170—171 supra). 

[Exuxngfjtoc, date unknown (cf. 8.02, no. 43, р. 169 supra). 

М!:90:66тнс for earlier Мідоадатис, where most likely t is the linking vowel 
of composition (cf. 6.02, p. 129 supra). 

фаду graphic mistake? (cf. 9.021, no.7, p. 191 supra). 

Avooxovgtéis, probably graphic mistake (cf. 8.02, no.3, p.168 supra); 
Міхирбоос, MetAiovos, where £= [ї'], both later than change of v to [i] (cf. 
8.02, nos.31, 35, 48, pp. 169— 170 supra). 

"Адипібо» probably careless omission of E? (cf. 9.022, no. 6, р. 196 supra). 
Уфида, Іво, Кізіууебс (cf. 14.01, nos.2, 7, 8, рр.261-2); "бцаєс dif- 
ficulty with foreign sound? (cf. 14.015, p. 265). 

Фүшуобдбтт, where о is probably the linking vowel of composition (cf. 11.01, 
no.4, p.214 supra). Note Фовоофбут іп the defixio, IG IIL3, no. 101.2 (init. 
s. IVa.), but Фердефбут in the next line. 

qvv6 graphic mistake? (cf. 14.04, p. 267 supra). 
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VIL VV Метоўлүуаїос (cf. 14.01, no. 1, p. 261 supra and 14.016, p.266); Х?охла 
(= Хоро?) (cf. 14.01, no. 5, p. 262 supra). 

09:0-»00:00 Loveovia (e LovgtAAa) not certain (cf. 14.02, p. 267 supra). 

0:02 0:0 Фросоу (cf. 12.011, no. 34, p. 225 supra). 

Probably only a graphic mistake: tà» Өєбэ, ax voxó[n (cf. 17.03, no. 14, p. 337 supra). 


c) Regressive and progressive assimilation combined: 
£:]:E— 6:Е:Ё "АХолехЕбеу (cf. 8.01, по. 15, p. 162 supra). 
Е:(:6->в:6:Е | MeAexéag graphic error? (cf. 7.01114, no. 1, p. 138 supra). 
0:Е:0->0:0:0 ТостбАонос on a vase, Oqodovidns (cf. 11.01a, nos. 1, 2, p.214 supra); 
ФфоХбс = ‘coin’ is normal by the Hellenistic Period (cf. 11.011, pp. 215—216); 
for -хбутеоос normal in the fifth century -хбуторос appears in the later fourth 
century (cf. 11.013, p. 216 supra). 


d) Otber vowel assimilations: 


In all the foregoing examples the assimilative change has produced two identical 
vowels. But there are also a few cases in which a vowel is assimilated to another 
without becoming identical to it. Thus Kógxvoa from earlier Кеохлоа arose because 
of a tendency to assimilate [e] to the following [u]; the change was probably a local 
Corcyrean one, as Áttic v was pronounced [y] and the earliest Corcyrean coins already 
have КОР (cf. 11.014, p.217 supra). “Авфіеоеш, the normal spelling, might show 
assimilation of а to (є) or |і") (cf. 6.012, p.125 supra). A few cases of meotaveta, 
etc. for mgutaveta might show influence of а on preceding [y], although a false 
connection with лоо might be the explanation (cf. 11.02, pp.217—218 supra). 
“Ооүдбутр for "Egyóvn. might be due to assimilation or influence of Sgyavov (cf. 
11.012, no.3, p.214 supra). Movvuy- occurs occasionally in Movvvyuóv, Movvvyía, 
etc., and the t of the second syllable may have been rounded under the influence of the 
preceding syllable, which contains both [m] and [u] (cf. 14.014, pp.264—265 
supra). Isolated cases which may be due to assimilation are: Krqpvoséuoc, but prob- 
ably a graphic mistake (cf. 7.01112, no.3, p.138 supra); Пошуєфібуа (cf. 11.01b, 
no.2, p.215 supra); “AguototevAov, probably graphic mistake (cf. 20.00е, 
p.348 supra); in Хахбуба assimilative tendencies may be combined with dif- 
ferences between Latin e and Greek є (cf. КоХау- іп 26.01b supra) (cf. 6.01c, p.121 
supra). The isolated “АХтһейс might be due to assimilation of [a!] to following Ге") or 
dissimilation of [a] : (ай) to [a] : [£t] (cf. 6.041, p. 132 supra). 

Read XIPONEIA, not XIPENEIA, on a rf. vase in Berlin, cf. ARV? p.329, Onesimos no. 134 
(= Immerwahr, Book Rolls p.21, no. 4). 

For "АсіӨуо, ідеї бма, etc., cf. 18.012. 


Lit.: J. Schmidt, ZVS 32 (1893) pp. 321ff.; Mayser-Schmoll pp. 120-122. 


26.02 Vowel dissimilation 


This is fairly rare in comparison with vowel assimilation. Уералбоу, etc. for earlier 
Zaganíov is probably the result of dissimilation (cf. 6.011, p. 122 supra). So perhaps 
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Чієнабвє, an isolated spelling on a vase, for the usual Wapá®n (cf. p.121 supra). But 
”Арффоаос (cf. 6.012, nos.8, 11, 23), “Анфойоу (cf. 6.012, nos. 19, 21-22), 
*Apgregatotis (cf. 6.012, no. 12) are more likely due to confusion of "Auquéogeta and 
"Арфмоаос (cf. 26.014 supra) than to dissimilation. What part assimilation or 
dissimilation might have played іп ЕоопФбо- and аротфбо- remains obscure (cf. 
6.014, p. 127 supra). 

Dissimilation of Е:Е to 1:6 can be seen in later Greek лілеі, the only spelling 
attested in Attic inscriptions (cf. 7.012d, p. 144 supra). 

Dissimilation may have caused the change from 'EAeó0via to "ЕХе(Өха; the earliest 
Attic texts have huAei@va and hEAs(8va (= hedrciOva or heuke(Ova?) (cf. 18.012, 
p. 342 supra). 


HIIAZAZ for ёлбоос on a defixio is more likely a clumsy graphic mistake than dissimilation 
(cf. p. 132 supra). For “АХтеОс, cf. 26.01 d supra. 
Lit.: cf. 26.01. 


26.03 Vowel metathesis 


The vowels v and t occasionally undergo metathesis. Thus MitvAnvaios occurs 
several times оп sep. monuments of the Hellenistic Period for the more usual Mvt- 
Myvaios, and Zvuxvwviwv occurs once in а fourth-century decree, alongside Zvxvovt- 
elsewhere in the same text. Here may also belong TóQ«6t for Тірлуубі, on а rf. vase. For 
the foregoing examples, cf. 14.016, p.266 supra. YAIN was carved for lAvv іп II? 
2498.9 (321/0), a locatio of the demesmen of Piraeus; perhaps more than a graphic 
mistake is involved here. Metathesis of v and v is also well attested in the papyri (cf. 
Mayser -Schmoll pp. 122—123). 

The change from earlier Attic (E)lAe(0va to (Е)Х0беш, chiefly found during the 
Hellenistic Period, perhaps involves the metathesis of v and єї, for while the -era may 
be related to the -eta of perfect participles like yeyoveta, etc., there is more involved in 
this word than change of -v(t)a to -€(t)a because in Attic at least -Bera never appears 
without upsilon in the syllable before (cf. 18.012, рр.342-344 supra). 


Clumsy graphic mistakes are spellings like: XOYNIEIAZ, where Хорус was intended (ТА 
for о is a simple copying error) (cf. 12.02, no. 2, p.233 supra); 'Ogtiáóngc for "Egováóng Geras 
Keramopoullou p.514, по.14 (= SEG 13.115) Пифаеос 12 7181, uvmuea (= uvnusio) 
II? 11659.1 (all s. IVa.) sep. monuments; etc. 

A sort of metathesis takes place іп the Hellenization of Latin names in -Cienus: cf. AYH(vvoc) 
(= Avienus) in TAPA 71 (1940) pp. 302—3, line 17 (= II? 2481.17, corrected) (ca. 200p.) сас; 
Пол ус (= Pupienus) in Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 125, no.31, lines 15, 19 (= IP? 1064 
+ new frr.) (ca. 230p.); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.26, no.27, lines 4, 14 (= Hesperia, suppl. 6 
[1941] p. 142, no. 32) (ca. 230 p.) duplicates of a decree. 

Lit.: cf. 26.01. 
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27.00 Alterations in 1, е/-.У when initial or post-consonantal 


Under this heading will be considered changes in initial vowels in pre-vocalic 
position or of post-consonantal vowels in pre-vocalic position such as cannot be 
included under Syncope (cf. 28.00), Contraction (cf. 32.00), or Elision and Aphaeresis 
(cf. 33.00). 


27.01 Development of initial /—V to [j]; weakening of initial є/. V to [i] 


Development of an initial unaccented iota in pre-vocalic position to a semi-vowel 
[j] with the possibility of subsequent deletion is a possible linguistic change: thus 
"Jaxxoc might develop from original [i-a-kk'os] to [ja-kk'os] or even [a-kk'os]. The 
comparative weakness of initial [h] would presumably have allowed ісобс, etc. to be 
subject to the same changes as "Iaxyoc. As Greek had no grapheme for [j], dis- 
appearance of the I might be an indication of either stage two or stage three. Since 
MG has usually gone no further, however, than stage two with initial [j], spellings 
without initial iota would presumably indicate that stage if they are phonetically 
accurate. 

The evidence in Attic texts, however, discourages the assumption of the universal 
change of initial iota to [j]. In the first place spellings in which the iota is dropped are 
so rare that they are not likely to be any more than careless omissions: cf. ég'£oé[mc? 
in an inv. with many careless mistakes, II? 1534 А.70 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), along- 
side Етігобос passim al., including the same line; тоб ёрёос II? 1019.42 (= Hesperia 
28 [1959] p.187, no.9) (184/3? cf. Hesperia 40 [1971] p.309), a decree, note tõ 
{коф ib. 37. Moreover, the use of EI for initial 1, as seen in spellings like Єїєрєос, etc. 
which are found occasionally in Roman times (cf. 9.024, nos.9, 15, 25, 27, 38, 48, 
pp.201— 202 supra), clearly indicates that initial v was separated from the following 
vowel and had not developed to [j]. The same assumption is supported by the frequent 
use of a diaeresis over initial v in legevc, і6вВахуос, etc. without regard for the end of 
the previous word, a practice still common in the third century A.D. (cf. 4.031, no. 1, 
p.95 supra). The variant spellings which do occur for їєрєбс, etc. in Roman times 
аге іое0с and elọeúç (by no means confined to metrical texts), which indicate con- 
traction of (6 to Т (written I or НІ), cf. e.g. toevs II? 3934.1 (s. Ip.); гіоеос II? 4481.3 
(85/6—94/5 p.) both dedications in prose. 

Also against the assumption that initial V. V went to [j] are spellings like Чүёрюуос for 
ЧЕооуос, but the only Attic examples are much earlier than Roman times (cf. 36.013, p.441 
infra). 

Metrical texts are not always an indication of contemporary speech, but it is worth noting 
that i in them throughout Roman times an initial V. —V is still normally a separate syllable: ев 
лерфом Зххал IP 4788.5 (s. Пр.) d ded. (priv) убу xo Il? 3811.4 (ante 250p.) ded.; Tego- 
qåvmyv IP 3674.1 (s. ПЛШр.) ded.; Teo qoívetv II? 3662.5 (ca. 200p.) ded.; (£gotc II? 3714.17 
(8; Пір.) ded.; Хеоб onxõv IP 4841.9 (fin. s. IVp.) ded. (priv.), the diaeresis is on the stone; 
Yeoóv GVI 1, p.380, no. 1282 (= ІС Ш, no. 1383) (s. ШЛУр.) sep. mon., the diaeresis is on the 
stone; etc. 
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There is also a contracted form ес, e.g. læa, loñaç, ісе(ас in ІІ? 3606.6, 13, 15 (ca. 
175 p.) ded. 

There is perhaps a single case in a metrical text in which an initial iota of tego- is ignored: 
Мортїс "legoxAe(ac, іп а sep. mon., II? 12210а(іп text).1 (ante 350). But the line makes a 
dactylic heptameter, and it is possible that the first part of the epigram, which contains the 
proper name, was only intended to be quasi-metrical. If the metrical scheme without initial 1- 
was intended, the writer was probably influenced by scansions like IToGyov, Гуабүо, etc. (cf. 
31.00, p.413 infra). The date of this text is much too early for any deletion of initial i- in 
ієрєйс to have occurred. 


There is no convincing evidence in Attic texts of weakening of initial г/. V to [i]. The 
very hesitantly proposed suggestion of Schwyzer (cf. Lit. infra p. 93) that rare spellings 
like ђаотоб are actually for tavtod with т = [i] (vowels now isochronic) cannot be true 
for the Attic examples. ђахтоб, etc. tend to occur at Athens in the early Roman Period, 
before there is much evidence for т = [i] (cf. 8.02 supra), and at a time when 'Aofjov, 
etc. are in use (cf. 9.031 supra). Probably ђахтоб, etc. are successors of the earlier 
elavtot, etc. found іп the period before & passed to (11 (cf. 7.03, pp. 147 ff.) and are 
evidence for a closer pronunciation of є in pre-vocalic position than elsewhere (cf. 
7.02, pp. 146—147 supra). 


Lit.: Schwyzer, Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften рр. 92—93. 


27.02 СИ У->С/- М 


In post-consonantal position an unaccented short | is occasionally omitted before а 
following vowel, e.g. Novpivos, Поадєюс, etc. Such variants might be an indication 
that ı here tended to become consonantal, i.e. it developed to [j], possibly with later 
deletion (omission of iota could indicate either, cf. p.392 supra): thus Поаоіе?с 
developed from [pra-si-e"s] to (pra-sje"s] or even [pra-se"s]. That such pronunciations 
existed and were considered substandard in the late fifth century B.C. is certain 
because the potter Hyperbolos was ridiculed for saying буусфиму instead of б үсфилүу 
by Plato comicus, cf. fr. no. 168 Kock, cited by Herodian2 (= Gramm. gr.3.2) 
p.926.5. But such pronunciations were probably not very widespread, for there are 
not very many examples, and of these a large proportion are known only from early 
copies which may not be reliable, and of the remainder some look like accidental 
omissions of a purely graphic sort (nos.2, 3). Some cases of demotics іп -Сєйс for 
-Сієбс might just be confusion of demotic types (cf. Ларллоєєйс, etc. in 29.00b, 
p. 409 infra). That -С:У did not tend to go to -CV much in Athens is clear from spel- 
lings like Вахуємюс, yvuvaotvaoxfjoac, etc., which clearly indicate its preservation 
and are attested in later Roman times (cf. 9.024, рр. 199— 202 supra), and from the 
type of syncope seen in Báxyic, 'AxoAXóvic, etc., also frequent in Roman times (cf. 
28.01, pp. 400 ff. infra). 


Especially difficult to evaluate are a few cases in which the omitted iota bears the accent in 
the penultimate syllable (because the final syllable is long), but normally the accent is on the 
antepenult in the paradigm, e.g. MuAnoa for MiAnota from MuAnovos. This kind of thing is also 
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fairly well attested in Ptolemaic papyri (cf. Mayser -Schmoll pp. 126—7, поз.Б-с), and in those 
texts at least a shift in the accent should probably be assumed, i.e. Моа from Міла. It is 
difficult to decide what to do with the three examples in Attic texts, but since they involve sep. 
monuments of foreigners it is probably risky to relegate them immediately to examples of vowel 
omission without phonetic significance as in 28.00c infra. In any case there is no convincing 
evidence of any such shift in the accent in Attic in other epigraphical sources. The examples are: 
Mudnoa 129738а(іп add.) (ca. s. Ia.), Meconva 12 9345 (s. Ia./s. Ip.), and the doubtful 
Anumtoov (seen only by Chandler) П2 9692 (aet. Rom.?) all sep. monuments. The reading 
Avovioov (= Atovvotov) in II? 1042.48 (= IG II, no. 478) (са. 41/0), decree, rests only on the 
authority of Lebas and is suspect. For 240017, cf. p. 400 infra. 

Note ӘХелеобу, poetical variant for ӘХғітфоюс, оп an ostracon of the 4805, cf. АЈА 51 
(1947) рр.2576. + АЈА 53 (1949) pp.266—8 (= Archaeology 1 [1948] p.80, бр. 3). Cf. also 
Пбтуа in a metrical ded., II? 3634.1 (post 150p.). There is also the metrical licence (probably 
really a kind of synizesis) which allows names like Пуббоуу, Xargiwv, etc. to be accommodated 
to the needs of the metre. This licence is found in Attic texts as early as the Archaic Period. The 
details of the working of the process and the resulting accentuation are not entirely clear (cf. 
31.00, pp. 412—3 infra). 

The name 'OXfavós in the fr. of а cat., 12 2486.27 (са. 250p.), might be for "OXftavóc, ог 
be an actual variant in -avóc: perhaps also 'Iovevtavoo in II? 4221.3 (s. Шр.?) ded. For Поохд- 
аубс, Поохдтамос, cf. 22.032, p. 368 supra; for АУ (ус) = Avienus, Поолўуюс = Pupienus, 
cf. 26.03, p. 391 supra. 

For legmovvyn<tege(tjw-, cf. 32.00, p.416 infra; examples іп 7.03, по.3 4, p. 154 supra. For 
Yy(e)ia contracted from "Yvíeua, cf. 32.011, pp. 416—417 infra. 

Lit.: cf. 27.01. 


1) ójztáva (= óx1ávua?) AM.66 (1941) pp. 171ff., по. 1, line B7 (= SEG 10.38, 21.27) (ca. 
445) sacred calendar (L.); 
2) Кпфоїс 12 398.20 (408/7) ded. (tribal), added by a later hand; in the original hand 
Күүрьсилүс in ib. 18 (L.); for the two hands, cf. Agora 15 (1974) p.27, no. 1; 
3) бошотйооу II? 1425.366 (368/7) inv., has the correct spelling in ib. 94 and many other 
nouns in .— СОУ; 
4) хобохоу II? 1533.115 (post 338/7) inv., this text has yoíoxiov elsewhere, e.g. ib. 102, and 
many careless omissions; 
5) Хшафос I? 3105.22 (= Reinmuth p. 51, no. 13) (329/8 aut 324/3) ded.; 
6) хауіохоу II? 1472.41 (post 319/8) шу. (L.); 
7) IIv6ov(xov (= Побюу(жот) Hesperia 35 (1966) pp. 205 ff., line 69 (= ІІ? 2413.14) (304/3) 
cat.; 
8) Novuńvog II? 1710.11 (са. 200) cat.; 
9) ---ОМ'Охорлобод--- 2 1024.14 (fin. s. Па.) decree (L.); 
10) Уаобауоф IP 10240.5 (біп. s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
11) ёх Knqvoéov II? 6441 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 
12) ё Куурьоёюуу IP 6401 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); 
13) "АлоХдоууеоэс II? 5687.3 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
14) “АлоХЛфуос II? 10264 а (in text) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., has ӨЕОХ for Өеоіс. 


Doubtful: 


15) évavtov ЇГ 678.11 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) decree, based on a very poor copy of Pococke; 
16) "Avt1óxvooa II? 8229 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
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17) "Atnveoc IP 5310 (date?) sep. шоп.) perhaps Pittakes misread “Аттуіе0с (cf. 20.00c, 
p.347 supra); 

18) Поаоеос II? 7288 (date?) sep. mon.; 
19) Ктфивеос H? 6440 (date?) sep. mon.; for Knqracwecing?; 
20) Абімеос II? 4349 (date?) ded. (ргіу.). 
Cf. 'Apácoc for ”Арасюс (genitive sing. of the name ”Араош) оп а bf. amphora, ABV р. 145, 
no.14 (= The Museum Journal, Philadelphia 6 [1915] pp.90—93; HBF p.111, по. 17). 
Хомуєїс in the pryt. cat. published Hesperia 41 (1972) p.431, no. 62, line 4 (170—185 p.) does 
not belong here; if not a careless omission it is due to contraction of the two identical vowel 
sounds (et = ї/ by this time), cf. “Үүйд (cf. 32.011, p. 418 infra). 

Read Кифідієйс, not Ктфиоедс, on the dikast's pinakion published in Hesperia 20 (1951) 
p.216. 


28.00 Vowel syncope 


There are only a few cases in which something which might be called vowel syncope 
normally occurs in Attic, and all are phenomena found chiefly during the Roman 
Period. The suffixes -voc, -tov, and -atog are often found shortened to -ts, -tv, and 
-atc; especially affected are personal names, often from Latin (cf. 28.01 infra). Another 
frequent syncope is the loss of two identical unaccented short vowels separated by a 
liquid: охбобоу occurs as early as the last quarter of the fourth century B.C., but 
Beov(s)ux(ónc is not well attested for Begev(e)ixiSy¢ until after the end of the first 
century A.D. (cf. 28.02 infra). A sort of vowel syncopation is normal in the graphemes 
employed in the transliteration of Roman names like Decimus, Lentulus, etc., which 
normally appear as Aéxpoc, АёутАос, etc., with the Latin reduced vowel not appear- 
ing in the Greek (cf. 28.03). Other instances of omitted vowels which might be called 
syncope are rare, and since omission of a letter is involved, it is usually difficult to 
distinguish cases which might be due to tendencies toward vowel syncope from purely 
graphic mistakes (cf. especially c), pp. 398 ff. infra). 


a) An unaccented vowel following a consonant is sometimes dropped when followed 
by another vowel. Where the two vowels are identical, as in По йс < Пемєебс or 
Zovveig < Zovwvieig (in the Roman Period after et = [ї']), the shorter spelling is simply 
a contraction; for the examples cf. 32.00 infra (see there also for ЇЕ0Е()009У- ~ 
tegwovv-; бү(Оела, etc.). Where a short iota is omitted before a different vowel, as in 
Nouyfjvoc, "АСцуедс, etc., the omission is perhaps evidence of the development of 
this type of iota to a consonant, i.e. to yod [j], unless the omission is purely clerical or 
due to some other type of confusion; cf. 27.02 supra for the examples. 


b) In another group of examples an unaccented vowel, usually short (exceptional are 
ava]té8xev, ХФХмос infra), is omitted between two consonants, whether single or in 
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clusters. Most often the following syllable bears the accent, less frequently the one 
preceding; exceptionally a more distant syllable (cf. КВирйліс infra). А high pro- 
portion of the examples occur on sep. monuments, often those containing other 
irregularities, or other private texts. It is certainly possible that some of these spellings 
are due to a tendency to drop unaccented vowels in rapid speech, but the syncopated 
spellings are rather rare. Moreover, since there are many instances of omitted vowels 
in these same types of texts which leave unpronounceable combinations of letters and 
can therefore only be due to careless omission (cf. c) infra), the assumption of any very 
widespread tendency to syncopate vowels in Attic on the basis of these examples is 
scarcely justified. Spellings showing a syncope near a liquid, like that seen in Begv(e)t- 
хібтс, etc. (cf. 28.02 infra), have the greatest chance of being actual vowel syncope 
rather than graphic mistakes: cf. Ө@Анос, >ӨХуос, Еблоос; next after them examples 
like *HoxAei, Mevxoótov, Ало\\ёфрох, and instances of Ліоусі- as e.g. Avovoiov. 
Occasionally the purely graphic character of the error can be seen when the forgotten 
vowel has been inserted later іп the line above, cf. "Аобшуатос corrected to *Agip- 
vnotoc in 112 2375.3 (ante 350) cat.; Zootfig corrected to Zooifíag іп BCH 92 
(1968) p.72 (= SEG 24.226) (s. Ia./s. Ip.) ded. (priv.). 


In some cases the presence of a liquid next to the omitted vowel makes the resulting com- 
bination of letters pronounceable only with a syllabic [г] or [1], cf. алоуёу оп (һе ded., 12 689 
(= DAA p.51, по.50) (са. 500); ГРМХЕХ for l'ovvxéc in a tribute list, ATL 2, no.39.23 
(416/5); ТРТО = Том on a sep. mon., II? 12824.1 (са. 400), right after Толо (L.); "Нупоабос 
11? 11564 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; ХРУТН = хопоті II? 12242.2 (post 350) sep. mon.; oteteve- 
to. IG Ш.3, по.55.49 (325/4? cf. Wilhelm, JOAI7 [1904] pp.107ff.) defixio; боушас IP 
448.86 (318/7) decree; ФуУддорос Hesperia 38 (1969) p.425, no.2, line 39 (220/19) decree; 
[ngovys]| удіцбушу Hesperia 40 (1971) p.101, no.3, lines 15—16 (84/3) decree fr.; etc.; cf. 
MXr1é&ó60 on ostraca of Kimon, Kerameikos 3, p. 60, по. 54; ib. p.61, nos. 60, 61 (461 B.C.) 
(cf. 40.012, p.478 infra); "Амфіхоте оп a bf. vase of the Lysippides painter, ABV р. 260, no.30 
(= CVA, Italy 42, plates 28.1—2; wrongly read as “Ауфілов on р. 12 of the text of CVA); etc. 
Likewise syllabic [n] would have to be assumed іп Єлобєду, found occasionally on vases (cf. 
infra), if the spelling has any phonetic accuracy. Such spellings occur rarely on stone texts, cf. 
e.g. STEPANOYENITAIPOI (= отефоуофову étaigot) in I? 1037, a sep. mon. of the late fifth 
century B.C., where the purely graphic nature of the mistake can be seen (the missing iota of 
отефауойоу has been inscribed in the place of the E of étaigot, cf. 7.012b, no.1, p.142 
supra); šovov IP 1623.311—2 (333/2) іпу.; ПАХМАПОФӨІМЫН (= лом ёлофӨцбут) 
II? 5773 (date?) sep. mon. (note omitted é, cf. c) infra); cf. "Agiotat[y}]uv on а defixio, Hesperia 
20 (1951) p. 223 (s. IVa.); etc. Whether these spellings are merely omissions like those in c) infra, 
or are evidence for [г], [I], and [n] must remain in doubt, but the former seems more likely. 

Kretschmer (cf. Vaseninschriften p.124) thought éxo(cov, etc. comparable to the words used 
by a fishmonger hawking his wares in а fr. of Attic comedy cited by Athenaeus 6.2244 (-- 
Amphis fr.30 Kock), in which the initial syllables of words are dropped: хвооу "Водбум for 
теттасоу бром, ‘xtwPok@v for xt% оролу. But such truncation is characteristic of 
phrases shouted, probably as loudly as possible, to attract buyers, and does not necessarily 
indicate a tendency to this type of truncation in ordinary speech, even when executed rapidly. 
In any case the kind of shortening seen in “тарау “оХфу is not identical with that of ӨйХџос, 
ёло(ЕоУ, etc. (for бхтоВолфу cf. also 34.021n, p.432 infra). 
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Illustrative examples from stone texts: 


dva?]v£Oxsv 12 406 (550-5003) ded. (bronze); has also NAMSIDAI(= Aap«o»o(8au?); 

&v£Oxev 12 729 (= DAA p.245, no. 216) (init. s. V а.) ded.; 

Apoupos Hesperia 25 (1956) pp. 375—377, line 40 (са. 465) cas. list; perhaps an error due to 
the copyist who is the only source for this lost text; 

ЕФЕӨёо II? 1951.131 (406, cf. SEG 10.356; 22.53) cat.; 

[Му]то‹Өе(ӧс̧ II? 2364.5 (ca. 400, aut paulo ante) cat., cf. omission of à in КаМихде- in 
ib. 8 (L.); 

"Exod Il? 1928.4 (init. s. IVa.) cat.; 

*HoxAei Hesperia 17 (1948) pp. 137ff. (400—350) ded. (priv.); ПАМІ is not necessarily for 
Паубас cf. Polemon 4 (1949) p. 32, по. 27; 

ваХцос II? 12151.3 (400—350) sep. mon.; 

от@ухос (= otáyxves) II? 1425.264 (368/7) inv., xexovopévos ib. 269; cf. МОЇ for ved ib. 283; 
Өушолдооу ib. 366 (cf. 27.02 supra); etc.; 

éxoxevil[c II? 1612.215 (356/5) inv.; 

АХО (= дооф) II? 7195.4 (post 350) sep. mon., cf. ёукулто[у] in ib. 7; 

ХаохАйс IP 1622.659 (ca. 342/1) inv.; 

*Agdvaiog II? 1675.33 (ca. 337/6) inv.; the difficult cluster qv left after the vowel's omission 
indicates a purely graphic mistake here; 

Ктпох\їс II? 1570.90 (ca. 330—320) inv.; almost certainly a copying mistake: as K has the 
form ІС іп this text, the stone-cutter probably mistook his iota for the upright hasta of the 
K(L.); 

Харл(боу Agora 15, p. 59, no. 49, line 41 (= АЕ 1917 p. 40, no. 92) (328/7) decree; 


ПеӨӧўџох Deltion 22 (1967) pp.38ff., line 5 (= SEG 24.154) (264/3, aut paulo post) decree 
(deme); perhaps -|ГОХ in ib. 9 is for лФо|үохс (cf. 13.03, p. 259 supra); 


"Алої бом II? 8072 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
Меухобто» Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 51, no. 55 (s. III/IIa.) sep. mon.; 
Кфоюобтас (= Кфибблис) II? 9027 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
Avovotov II? 9510 (s. ЇЛ а.) sep. шоп. cf. MIAHIOY for MuAnoiov ibidem; 
£Zókvoc П2 11830 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
Еблоос (= Еблорос2) II? 8657 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
Хоболлос IP? 8317 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
Atovotov II? 9567 (s. I/I p.) sep. mon.; 
Ашюууобфоо II? 11189 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., has other errors; 
Ебхтїроус II? 1822.14 (init. s. Шр.) pryt. cat.; 
”Аротф Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 276, по. 136 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 
Doubtful: [H]ynowé[n]¢ АМ 67 (1942) p.21, no.24, line 16 (350—300?) cat. (2), where the 
stone is extremely worn and the reading is quite doubtful (L.). 
There are many comparable examples on ostraca, dipinti and defixiones. Cf. e.g. 'Agotovóyo 


on an ostracon of 483 ог 482 B.C., Hesperia 19 (1950) p.383, по. 8; ӨєшоӨхлғ-, Ocuo00xAc- 
on others of the 480s, cf. Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 232—3, по. А.О. 136; pp. 238—9, по. А.О. 146; 
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etc.; локеоу (cf. supra) on two bf. vases, cf. ABV p.188, Villa Giulia no. 50679 and once Berlin 
1766; éxowov, e.g. ARV? p.112, Thalia painter no. 1 (= НЕРІ, p. 188, no. 4); ARV? p. 1318, 
Aristophanes no.1 (= HRF 1, p.51, по. 1; CVA, Germany 22, plate 119); etc.; Éypaoqv ARV? 
p. 432, Douris no. 52 (= НЕЕ 1, p.240, по. 17); both 'AgyxA&c and *Арух).ёс on a bf. vase, 
ABV p.160, Archikles no. 1 (= HBF р. 58, no.2); "АӨеуеӨу (= 'АӨђуцєу) ABV р. 89, Burgon 
group no.1 (= Smith, Catalogue 2, p.98, по. B130); ”АллХ0борос ARV? р.1565 (= CVA, 
Italy 28, plate 23.1, text p. 29); etc. Even a long vowel has been omitted іп Ебуоос for Ебхеоос, 
cf. ABV p. 162, no. 1. 


On defixiones: бхотўюа ІС Ш.3, no.89.b3 (400—350?), тос “pois ib. а10; Хошоотоблт(у 
IG ШЗ, no. 64.10 (s. IV/IIa.?); tov Жүббу IG II.3, no. 90.26 (s. Ша.?); etc. 

Мо шоудбс оп a late Roman milestone, II? 5202 (285-305р.), may well belong with this 
group of examples, since MóEwioc (not МбЕрос like A£xpoc, etc.) is universal for Maximus іп 
Attic texts (cf. 28.03 infra). 

ГЭ оутєс, ГАеоуутіс, not l'eXeovt-, etc., are the only spellings attested in Attic inscriptions 
of the Classical Period for the name of the old Ionian tribe and its eponymous founder. The three 
attestations are: ГАвбутоуу, twice in the sacred law, Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., no.2, lines 35, 47 
(paulo post 403/2) (L.); Глеоутібос оп а horos of about the same date, Hesperia 17 (1948) 
p.35, no. 18 (ca. 400). ГеМоутос occurs as epithet of Zeus in a decree of the Roman Period, cf. 
II? 1072.6 (116/7 p.) (L.). The ГеХеоут- spellings occur in Ionia (cf. LSJ s.v. Ге\оутес̧) and in 
codd. to Herodotus 5.66. The codd. give TeAéwv at Euripides Ion 1579, usually emended to 
Ге еоу, although either ГеМ-юу or IAéov would suit the metre; the initial tau (also occurs 
Pollux 8.109) is due to clumsy attempts to find an etymological connection for the obscure 
word. The occurrence of ГеХеоут- in Ionia makes it likely that the Attic ГАєоут- was probably 
a syncopation of an original ГеХеоут-, although with so few examples of the word it is impos- 
sible to tell whether both ГеХеоут- and l'Acovt- were variants in Attica са. 400 B.C., or if only 
TÀeovt- was in use at that time. The later Attic examples of ГеХеоут- could be due to the 
influence of Ionic or the result of learned attempts to relate ГАєомт- to yeAáo. 

. The lack of iota in the adjective Фхоудес is confirmed by the attestation of an adverb убудту, 
cf. pddxvar ayovdes Hesperia 22 (1953) pp. 249ff., no.2, line 251 (са. 414) inv.; qió&xvag, 
дрфорёшу xóvónv Hesperia 31 (1962) p.54, no.138, line 19 (350—300) lease record. The 
meaning and derivation of these obscure words is doubtful; perhaps 4доубес = ‘not buried in 
the ground’, cf. Hesperia 31 p.56; L. Robert, REG 76 (1963) p. 134, по. 90. There is no reason 
to assume a syncope. 

For ахбообоу only the syncopated охбобоу is actually attested in inscriptions, cf. 28.02, 
p. 405 infra. 

Подуос is the correct reading оп a ded. of са. 70 A.D., as originally published AE 1964, 
pp. 120ff. (stone examined by K. Clinton), not ПОМихос as urged by Prof. С. Daux, BCH 92 
(1968) pp.251ff. (cf. SEG 24.220). It is doubtful if the obscure name ПОХуос is а syncopated 
form of Помуос; it looks like a development from ПОХдео < Pulcher. 

There is no syncope in xeguot-, cf. xeovovóc: 12 216/217.45 (= ATL 2, по.26) (429/8) trib. 
list; ІР 1183.26 (post 340) decree (deme); II? 1672.58 (329/8) inv. 


€) In a third group of examples the vowel bearing the accent is omitted. А com- 
bination of letters is left which cannot be pronounced without a shift of accent. Such 
spellings can only be envisioned as graphic mistakes without phonetic significance. 
They occur in both public and private texts, but are most frequent in sep. monuments 
of private individuals. 
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In a few cases in which the accent moves within a paradigm and a post-consonantal accented 
iota has been omitted before a vowel, it is possible that the accent actually shifted, or rather that 
it failed to move from its normal position in the paradigm, and that a true syncope of the type 
mentioned in a) supra is to be seen. The most convincing cases are all post-classical: MtAnoa, 
Meoonva, Anunteov (cf. 27.02, рр.393-4 supra). Could a similar shift of accent be posited for 
а few cases infra of Roman date like Zwopn, Elovdga, etc.? The supposition is most tenable 
when non-Athenians are involved, as it is known that the accent shifted elsewhere at an earlier 
date (cf. р.394 supra). 


Illustrative examples from stone texts: 

Хофооуохо I? 647.2 (= DAA р. 330, no. 308) (init. s. Va.) ded.; 

youyyogoe: 12 81.16 (421/0) decree; that о was sounded as a syllabic [r] seems unlikely (cf. 
p.396 supra); 
Zi]uo 12 374.9 (408-406) inv., but Zuio ib. 204 f£. (L.); 

доетс II? 5450.4 (390—365) sep. mon., -Ñg needed for the metre (!); 

буббє АЕ 1958, p.85 (= SEG 19.44) (400—390) sep. mon., metrical text demanding iv8óbe 
хеїтац; eye of the mason probably skipped ahead from an alpha without its cross-bar to A (L.); 
Kavos II? 13058 (ante 350) sep. mon.; 

EvAvov II? 1620.20 (348/73, cf. SEG 24.160) inv.; 

“Асохеос II? 5465 (cf. AM 67 [1942] р. 172) (post 350) sep. mon.; 

'Inxagxóng Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., line 271 (336/5) сас; Keatogténg for 'Axeavoo(ónc 
in ib. 229? (cf. 33.02 infra); 

Хоо0да IP? 1524.213 (post 334/3) inv.; 

П/мууа (= ФОлууа2) II? 1553.18 (ca. 330—320) шу. (L.); 

dgyveov II? 1672.21 (329/8) inv.; too early in date to belong with Meoonva, etc.; 

éxxAnota хоса II? 356.8 (327/6) decree; cf. note to the preceding entry; 

Ка(ХХхотлоу II? 7643.1 (post 317/6) sep. шоп. 

Теюоцеус Hesperia 35 (1966) pp. 205 ff., line 69 (= IP? 2413.14) (304/3) сас; 

ёүраритєоєу П? 502.3 (302/1) decree; 

opyyous II? 1283.18 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens), cf. AEYN = бі офу in 
ib. 15 (cf. p. 432 infra); 

Aloyowv Hesperia 10 (1941) p.275, по.73, line 2 (196/5) decree; although a name Aioxoov 
also exists (cf. Indices to IG П, p. 2), this man is certainly the same secretary called Aloyoiwv in 
the more carefully executed decree of the same year, cf. Hesperia 5 (1936) p. 419, no. 15, line 2; 
Aloypoov іп the Hesperia 10 decree is either а careless omission or confusion of two similar 
names (presumably not by the secretary!); 


*Aqoo8 | II? 10936 а (in text) (s. ПЛ а.) sep. mon.; iota forgotten at start of new line; 
Улоотоухт II? 12662 (s. Іа.) sep. mon.; 

[5]ооВ:ос II? 1964.8 (fin. s. Та.) eph. cat. (L.); 

l'Ajexzxov II? 6472 (fin. s. Ia. / init. s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

Ебтидом 02 1945.112 (45/6p.) eph. cat., has other graphic peculiarities; 

@ewdea II? 10220 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; unless accented like Өғбӧорос̧ (2); 
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“Елхтукос II? 2128.196 (190—200 p.) eph. cat.; 

Elowdga II? 9706/9707 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; perhaps accented like То(борос?, 

Zwoyn IP 2337.16 (init. s. Ip.) cat.; if non-Athenian perhaps 2 форт? 

6aXocoy II? 3299.4 (132р.) ded. of people of Laodicea; certainly graphic (cutter mistook his A 
for alpha without cross-bar) (L.); 

TIAZNATIO®@IMNH (= xaow флофдцієуп) 125773 (date?) sep. mon., probably in- 
accurately transcribed, cf. BSA 27 (1925 —6) p. 74, по. 15 (for ладу, cf. p. 396 supra); 

dq'€][arac II? 3677.1—2.(s. І/Шр.) ded.; 

Nuxnpeos Nixnpeov II? 12277 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., seen only by Spon, who probably failed 
to notice a ligature; etc. 

That МНМАОХ = Мп уібос іп II? 9450 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., is a doubtful interpretation. 
In IP 1700.79 (= АМ 29 [1904] pp.244ff.) read TeAgwvog, not TeAowvos; in II? 9873 read 
"Envxaenias, cf. SEG 12.197. 

Such omissions are also found on ostraca, dipinti, and defixiones. Cf. KadAyo (never com- 
pleted), on an ostracon of Kallixenos, Hesperia 19 (1950) p.381, no.1 (4806); on rf. vases: 
e.g. һллХохос ARV? p.75, Epiktetos по. 64; ”Архуос ARV? p.939, Painter of London E777 
no. 1; etc. Cf. IIoaxove (= Поо уу), graffito of the first quarter of the sixth century B.C., cf. 
Agora 21, p. 18, no. D 10. Defixiones: yAttay ҡо Ziebarth, ССМ 1899, р. 109, no. 10.2 (350- 
300?) Пауфло- IG Ш.З, по.63.1, 2 (s. ІУ/Ша.?); Geoótqv [GIIL3, по.90.а1 (s. Ша.?), 
xtoxov ib. a2; etc. Cf. dvOexev I2 443 (550—500) on a bronze ded. from the Acropolis. 

Personal names in -Фубтс are to be distinguished from those in -wviông; cf. Аісҳофуётс, 
e.g. Hesperia 17 (1948) p.17, no.9, line 93 (140/39) decree; Уцифудто, e.g. 112 1582.90 (cf. 
Hesperia 19 [1950) p. 244, no. 16) (342/1) inv.; etc. 

Lit.: MS? p. 69, notes 591—594; Lademann рр. 118, 130—1; М. Scheller, Die Oxytonierung der 
griechischen Substantiva auf ча; О. Szemerenyi, Syncope in Greek and Indo-European and the 
Nature of the Indo-European Accent; Mayser- Schmoll pp. 123 —5. 


28.01 Nouns in -tv, -iç (< -tov, -005); in -atg («--0:0С) 


Several explanations have been proposed for the nouns in -w (< 40У) and -iç 
(e -105), and a true syncope may not be involved, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1 p.472. The 
early date of some of the examples certainly rules out any influence from Latin. 
Georgacas (Lit. infra pp. 255 ff.) posits a weakening of the -о- of -iov ([’-ion] ог [-ion]), 
caused by an increase in the expiratory character of the accent and a tendency to 
nasalize the -o- before -n; the resultant [-ion] assimilated to [-iin] which contracted 
to [-in]. In his view the masculine nouns in -ıç would be analogical to an acc. in Av. 
A simple contraction of ı +o to Т in Koine seems very unlikely, and some sort of 
influence of the accent, especially when it was on the antepenult, is probably the best 
explanation for the necessary intervening stage -із. Whether the nasal played апу part, 
i.e. whether the forms in -wv are earlier than those in -ts, is disputable, although in 
Egypt at least the -tg forms are not attested as early as those in -іу. The length of the 
-t- is also uncertain (cf. infra). 

In Egyptian papyri neuters in -іу are attested before 250 B.C., and the -ıç anthro- 
ponyms begin before 150 B.C. The very few pre-Roman examples from Attica 
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cannot be dated with any precision, and three are certainly sep. monuments of non- 
Athenians (nos. 1—3; the attribution of no.3 to Attica remains doubtful). In the first 
century A. D., however, several texts have examples of -ıç ог ам, and the date of the 
ephebic list mentioning an Athenian named Вахуіс can be fixed to the reign of 
Claudius (по. 6). After 100 A.D. examples of -ıç and «vv are fairly frequent in ephebic 
lists, dedications, and sep. monuments. 

All the -tç nouns are masc. anthroponyms except Magatóvis (no. 12), “Елемоеіуіс 
(no.36), MuAnoug (по. 19), three words taken from Latin, Aevuágic, xawóágic, 
Улорфіїмс (nos. 35, 38, 59). Several of the anthroponyms are Latin, viz. nos.3, 11, 20, 
23, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 35, 43, 47, 53, 55, 60, 62. The -іс spellings always remain 
unusual: contrast Avoviats (6 cases), Baxyus (3 cases), Теотіс, Коботіс, 'lav(ov)óáoic, 
“АлоХХуц (2 cases each), ”Афообейок, "Avtóvic (once only) with the numerous 
examples of the -иос spelling (cf. Indices to ІС III). Although native Athenians with 
-ıç names are certainly known (e.g. nos.6, 25, 27, 33, etc.), a general sound change 
of ['-ios] to |"-і:5) cannot be posited for Attica at this time because the spelling -є105 
(with є = [i]) is found occasionally (cf. 9.024 nos.1, 7, 25, 26, 46, pp.200—202 
supra). The identification of the Паобокс of no.56 infra with the man listed as Tiag- 
Qáotos in II? 2228.6, eph. cat. of ca. 220 A. D., is certain (cf. also II? 2223.33). 

Neuters in -іу are fem. anthroponyms like ”Ербуцу, Флүлдліу, etc. and the follow- 
ing nouns: xagtotíjotv (no. 4), купотобу, дан)фідебім, noun here, = ‘bracelet’ (no. 26), 
лауходлау, atáów (по. 40), йофім (по. 49), руурдогу (по. 64). In no. 40 both navxed- 
тім and лаухобтіо(у) occur. 

The « of -wv and -ıç is thought by some to have been long, but conclusive evidence 
for [i] is lacking. In Greek words only one example of -&- (іп xapPetv) is cited from 
Ptolemaic papyri, and it is more than a century later than the first examples of & for 
ї, cf. Mayser-Schmoll pp.69, 131. Coins from Asia Minor with -єїс аге at least as 
late as the time of the Empire. The rarity of -&ic, -eiv іп Georgacas’ long lists of 
examples (cf. Lit. infra pp.244—247) is striking, although, as many of these are later 
than the first examples of EI fort in their respective localities, the avoidance of -e1- in 
them is not evidence that the -t- of -\с, -tv was not originally long. The presence of the 
v in the oblique cases (cf. ПоодЕуіс, Паодеуїо» in no. 31 infra), and the peculiar look 
of a masc. anthroponym in "-єїс or a neuter in -eiv probably prevented much use of 
-є1- here. Attic texts normally use only -ıç and Av: the unparalleled "Aqqe occurs 
оп a sep. mon. (по. 30), which cannot be precisely dated, but which is almost certainly 
considerably later than the earliest certain examples of et for 1 (cf. 9.024, nos. 1—7). 
The man's name "Heic is a peculiar exception. Two epengraphoi (non-Athenians of 
unknown origin) bear this name in the second century A.D. (nos. 35, 42); in the third 
century there is one “НАғіс (no.54), another “Hits (no.61), both Athenian. The 
preference for “НАғіс may be more than a strange coincidence: in Greek inscriptions 
from Asia Minor it is frequently impossible to distinguish between a non-Greek man's 
name Heic and the Greek “Н.с (= “Hs <= "НМос), сі. L. Zgusta, Kleinasiatische 
Personennamen pp.180—181; this may have contributed to a certain spread of the -etg 
spelling in the Greek word. Thus the two epengraphoi could well be eastern Greeks. 
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The relationship between the -tc, -iv forms and those with -aç for -avog is un- 
certain. Georgacas (Lit. infra pp.255—256) separates the two and derives the nomi- 
natives in -aç from an unattested contracted form of the vocative in [e], і. e. [-ee] (the 
pronunciation of -ate after at goes to [e], cf. 15.013), which then contracts to [e]. But 
that an influence of the accent on -aog (['-eos] or [-éos]), similar to that which 
produced [-ian] and [-i»s], produced [-eas] and then [-es] seems a more convincing 
explanation. That -atg was pronounced [es] is certain, cf. Autvéc cited by Georgacas. 

Anthroponyms in -oç are found in Egyptian papyri as early as the third century 
B.C., but these are still later than the first instances of є for av in these texts, cf. 
Mayser-Schmoll pp.85, 131. The first example on an Attic inscription dates to the 
year 36/7 A.D. The Attic examples are "АӨтуоіс (12 examples, cf. nos. 5, 7, 8, 10, 
25, 31(bis), 32, 35, 37, 39, 51), Atxoug (по. 50), Айуачс (no.37), орос (no.45); 
of these individuals some were certainly Athenians (e.g. nos. 5, 25, 32, 35, 37, etc.); 
but Гбис (nos. 47, 62) = [gá-is] from [ga'-os], cf. 'àetoc, l'étoc. 

Spellings іп -ағіс (female personal names) for -uis do not belong here, cf. 9.024, p.200 
supra. 

Lit.: MS? p.74, note 646; Lademann p.119; J.A. Notopoulos, AJP 69 (1948) pp.417—418; 
D. J. Georgacas, CP 43 (1948) pp. 243—260; Mayser -Schmoll pp. 130— 131. 


Examples: 


The acute accent has been used throughout: most of the examples belong to the period after 
quantitative distinction had broken down (cf. 25.00), and there is some uncertainty whether 
чс, чу had long t. 

1) Béóxxu Амоохоуо(буу Таоо[є0]с II? 10418 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. (lost); 

2) Ауда ') GeaE хоцотбс II? 8905 (s. Ша.) зер. mon.; the date is based on the lettering, 
and could perhaps be revised down somewhat: the alpha has a broken crossbar, but the 
letters are not otherwise especially Roman in appearance. Perhaps s. Та. (L.); 

3) Кішкдіо Mnemosyne 4 (1936-37) pp.8f£, no.5 (= GVI1 p.522, no.1740) (s. Іа.) 
sep. mon. Verse text in literary Doric; ascription to Attica remains doubtful; 

4) хариот ну II? 4709 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); 

5) 'Atvaíc H? 1967.13 (36/7 p.) eph. cat.; 

6) Béóxytc I? 1973.34 (40/1—53/4 p.) eph. cat.; 

7) "AS1vaíc II? 1969.16 (45/6p.) eph. cat.; 

8) 'A81vaíc 12 1737.14 (53/4р.) cat.; 

9) *АлодАфус II? 3112.34 (75/6 87/8 p.) ded., "AnoXXóvvog ib. 14, 38; 

10) 'A8nvaíc II? 1996.160 (84/5 —92/3 p.) eph. cat. (1.); 
11) Tate IP 12761 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 

12) Maga vic II? 6770 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 

13) Фил ту П? 7853 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 

14) "Ердфуим II? 5302 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 

15) Фідлуиблом ІЗ 4734 (s. Ip.) ded.; 

16) Хорбиу II? 9932 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 

17) [nuá II? 10680 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 

18) "Елеудеоіу AE 1961, Chronika р. 18, no. 65 (= SEG 21.887) sep. mon.; 

19) Muhos II? 9769 (s. I/I p.) sep. mon.; 
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20) Aaféoic II? 5881 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 

21) ‘`Еофту I? 9585 (s. р.) sep. mon.; 

22) Zwoáguy II? 5900 (s. I/II p.) sep. mon.; 

23) KYPTIC (i.e. Kóguoc) I? 9141a(in text).2 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; Kirchner takes it as а 
vocative Кортис, but for the nominative before yaige, cf. II? 10004; 

24) Zwodev II? 9629 (s. I/II p.) sep. mon.; 

25) *A@nvaic Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, no.52, line 10 (init. s. Пр.) pryt. cat; "Ilavágic 
ib. 26; 

26) хупотобу II? 4511.9 (ante 114—116 p.) ded. (priv.), áu]quóéEw ib. 24-25 (L.); 

27) Тамочадіс II? 1764.53 (138/9р.) pryt. cat. (L.); 

28) Моходу IP 6687 (aet. Hadriani) sep. mon.; 

29) Mót II? 12476/7 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 

30) ”“Аффеву (= "Aqquov) II? 6837 (post 150p.) sep. mon.; 

31) “Афоодеіоіс II? 2068.118 (155/6p.) eph. cat., Паодѓус Паодғу(оо ib. 153, “АӨтүуаіс ib. 
154, 239; Фафім ib. 182 is probably for Фођа, rather than Форцо)У(0с) as suggested by 
Kirchner in IG П2; “Афообе(ошос ib. 164; “Афоо|беіс ос ib. 41 (L.); 

32) "Atimvaíc II? 2085.58 (161/2p.) eph. cat.; 

33) Аюубош II? 2086.89 (163/4 p.) eph. cat.; 

34) "Еодуцу IP 11349 (ca. 170p.) sep. mon.; 

35) 'A$nvaíc ПІ? 2097.84 (169/70p.) eph. cat, °Аутфуқ ib. 140, Діоубаїс ib. 289, 290, 
“Haeg ib. 308, Хеутибюіс ib. 324 (L.); 

36) “"Елеәве(уіс II? 2102.138 (paulo post 169/70 p.) eph. cat.; 

37) Айуо«с II? 2103.218 (172/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat., "Авпуакс ib. 108 (L.); 

38) xawágic ПІ? 2276.3 (= part of II? 2107, cf. ВСН 73 [1949] p.355) (paulo ante 180p.) 
eph. cat.; 

39) “АӨтуо(с Deltion 25 (1970) p. 55, no. 2, line 19 (150—200 p.) eph. cat.; 

40) zavxoávw ІР 2120.15 (fin. s. Пр.) eph. cat., av&&w ib. 18; | А|юубонс ib. 52 (L.); 

41) Bóxyic Polemon 4 (1949) p. 28, no. 9, fig. 7 (= П2 5871, corrected) (s. Пр.) sep. шоп. 

42) "HAec II? 2166.12 (s. Пр.) eph. cat.; 

43) Лоохоїупс II? 9750 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

44) Zwodew II? 9628 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

45) “орос “Eopatou Мед оос II? 9580 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

46) Xovoáo Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 63, no. 107 (s. ПЛПр.) ded. (priv.); 

47) Гвис 72 4815.1 (з. /Шр.) ded. (priv.); 

48) Фитрату II? 4805.1 (s. ПЛІр.) ded. (priv.); 

49) fod I? 11133 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon. (= fhowiov, ђофеюу, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, р. 196); 

50) Aíxaig II? 2199.127 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

51) 'Asnvaíc II? 2212.8 (init. 5. Шр.) eph. cat.; 

52) Атиўто:с 12 2191.119 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.; 

53) Лох Aovxíov II? 1783.40 (post 216p.) pryt. cat., Téotic ib. 43 (L.); 

54) “Н/ғ II? 2208.120 (212/3p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 

55) Тертас II? 2218.8 (post 212/3 p.) eph. cat.; 

56) Парбо 12 2221.75 (217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.); 

57) Гәфіуіс IP 2235.189 (226/7 —234/5 p.) eph. cat.; 

58) Avoviotg II? 2237.87 (230—235 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 

59) ХорурӨхс I? 2243.183 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (= Latin subsellius, cf. 41.021b, p.489 
infra) (L.); 
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60) "ОХйилас П2 2245.61 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. cat., ”ЕМүхс ib. 156, Коботіс ib. 452, 
Коту (= Quini(u)s? cf. 37.02, p.448 infra) ib. 336 (L.); 

61) Hesperia 11 (1942) p.71, no.37, line 60 (fin. s. Шр.) eph. cat.: HAIZ probably = “Hats 
rather than "HAué>, although X for Є occurs elsewhere in this text, cf. AJP 69 (1948) p.417; 

62) Гбас II? 6503 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

63) “Елеудеову II? 7458 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); 

64) uvnyuógw II? 11782 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

65) "Еофтіу Polemon 4 (1949) р. 123, no. 5 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

66) "АлоЇ міс Peek, AG 2, p.31, no. 97 (probably aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.); 

67) Атитїтою Peek, АС 2, p. 33, по. 106 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon.; 

68) Ебобфіс AM 67 (1942) p. 63, no. 110 (= new reading of II? 4840) (s. IO/IV p.) ded. (priv.) 
(1.); 

69) Ебобфіс АМ 67 (1942) p.64, по.112 (= improved reading of II? 13236) (s. ШЛУр.) sep. 
топ. 


28.02. Beg(e)vixidns, охбобоу, TeX(e)ufjootog 


The deme Begevixidat was created shortly after the beginning of the last quarter 
of the third century B.C. (cf. Kirchner's notes to IG II? 832). In the Hellenistic Period 
the full spelling іп Begev- is virtually universal. The only exception is Bepvvxéó [ng] in 
a decree of the late second century B.C., cf. Hesperia 18 (1949) p.98, fig.1 (= IP? 
1008, col.1.125, where the text wrongly prints the spelling without syncopation) 
(118/7), although the expected Beoevix(óng occurs elsewhere in the same text, cf. 
II? 1008, col. 2.97 (both readings L.). 

Beoevuxtónc is very well attested in the Hellenistic Period, cf. e.g.: Agora 15, р. 120, no. 129, 
lines 136—7 (= I? 848.b 24—5) (222/1); Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, lines 47, 48, 81-83 (= IP 
915 + new frr.) (203/2); 112913.34—35 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.85, no.37) (211/0— 
202/1); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.59, no.14, line 51 (= II? 912 + new fr.) (ca. 210/9—201/200); 
Hesperia 30 (1961) p.220, no. 17, left at bottom (са. 200); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.100, 
no. 48, line 115 (199/8—189/8), ibidem p. 120, no. 64, lines 38, 118 (178/7); II? 1006, col. 2.121 
(122/1); II? 1009.56 (116/5) (L.); ІР 1011, col.2.102, 103, 105 (106/5); II? 1039.3 (79/8, cf. 
SEG 22.110) decrees; ІІ? 10344 (not part of ІІ? 1034abc).4 (s. Та.?) cat. fr.; II? 1711.2, 14 (ca. 
150); II? 1719.9 (ca. 30) both catalogs; II? 5878 (s. ШІ/ЛПа.), II? 5873, ІІ? 5884 (post 200), IP? 
5888 (init. s. Ша.), ІР 5879, По 5891 (са. 150), II? 5872, IP 5882, I? 5893 (s. Па.), II? 5874 
(s. Ша.), IP 5877, II? 5889 (s. Ia.), II? 5886 (са. 50), all sep. monuments; etc. 


In the Roman Period the syncopated spelling Beov(s)ux(óng becomes frequent. The 
first example after that in II? 1008.125 cited supra is in an eph. cat. dated to the period 
84/5—92/3 A.D., cf. II? 1996.30 (L.). Examples are frequent in the second and third 
centuries A. D., e.g. II? 2049.10 (142/3 p.) (L.), II? 2052.57 (145/6р.) (L.); 1122090.92, 
98 (165/6р.), П22097.75 (169/70р.), П22126.11 (са. 190-200р.), II? 2144.3 
(в. Шр.), П22200.13 (ca. 200р.), П22194.10 (ca. 200р.), П22193.69 (198/9- 
205/6p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55), has Begeveixiðng ib. 27; all eph. catalogs; II? 
3557.3 (init. s. Пр.), II? 3647 (fin. s. Пр.) dedications; II? 5880 (s. Ip.), II? 5881 (s. 
ІЛІр.), 12 6485 (ante 150p.), П2 5894 (s. Шр.), Polemon 4 (1949) p.28, no.9, fig.7 
(= II? 5871, corrected) (s. Пр.) sep. monuments; etc. 
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The original spelling Begev(e)ixidyg is also frequent at this time, cf. e. g. II? 1963.54, 
56 (13/2), II? 1990.22 (61/2р.), П22028.7 (110—120p.), П22057.3 (146/7р.), 
II? 2059.5, 13 (ca. 147/8 р.) (L.), II? 2070.14, 15 (ca. 150 p.), II? 2094.40 (ca. 166/7 p.), 
Begev[ 45.49 (L., П22127.15 (190-200р.), П22193.27 (198/9—205/6p., cf. 
Graindor, Album p.55), has Begv- ib. 69; II? 2203.53 (paulo post 200 p.), II? 2224.2, 
3 (223/4p., cf. Hesperia 30 [1961] p.256, no. 56) eph. catalogs; Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p. 70, no.36, line 11 (init. s. Шр.) cat.; II? 5885 (s. Ip.), 125875 (s. Пр.), 12 5868, 
12 5869, II? 5870, II? 5892, 12 5877 a(in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 

There is also а man's personal name Beg(e)vixidne, cf. Beovevxióng іп II? 1828.47, 
48 (post 218p.) pryt. cat.; II? 1794.28 (180/1p.) pryt. cat.: Begvnxńðng (cf. 8.02, 
no. 39, p. 169 supra). 

The same developments сап be seen іп the feminine personal names, cf. Begevixy 
II? 3449.3 (ca. 50p.) ded.; II? 9464 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 10950 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
Веовуіхфс (= Begevixis cf. 8.02, no.47, p.170 supra) 12 8138 (date?) sep. mon.; 
Beovíxn IP 9465 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 

The syncopated spellings in Begv- are found in papyri from Egypt as early as 237 B.C. (cf. 
Mayser -Schmoll in Lit. infra). 


Probably later than the limits set for this book is Begovíxrg, in a Christian sep. mon., IG III, 
no. 3446. 


The spelling охбообоу, guaranteed by the metre in occurrences in the writings of 
Aristophanes, is not attested in an Attic inscription. The word is rare, but the syn- 
copated охбобоу occurs in three texts. The first example is іп a decree of unknown 
date which mentions the archon of 334/3, but as the lettering looks like a mid-fourth- 
century style, it is probably not much later than that, cf. охбрбоу 112 1184.15 (= 
Sokolowski, Supplément p.208, по. 124; SEG 21.518) (post 334/3) decree (deme). 
The other two attestations are in copies of religious regulations for the cult of Menes 
Tyrannos set up, probably in the first century A. D., by Xanthus of Lycia, cf. охбоёоу 
II? 1365.10—11, II? 1366.3 (both L.). The earliest occurrences of the syncopated 
form in literary texts are of the early Hellenistic Period: codd. of Theophrastus vary 
between oxógô- and охбоод-, cf. LS] s.v. охбобоу. 

The Attic tribute documents have only Tehe- in the ethnic TeAeuéoovoc (almost 
certainly of the town in Lycia, cf. ATL 1, p.554): cf. І? 199.33 (-- ATL 2, no.9) 
(446/5), ATL 2, по. А9, col. 1.130 (= 12 64.20) (425/4). Coins of the Lycian town of 
са. 300 B. C. have TeAeunoo-, those of 196—189 B.C. vary between TeAepmo- and 
TeAuno- (cf. HN? p.698). For the syncopated Teduno-, cf. TAM 1, nos. 1, 2, 15, 16, 
18, 19, 22, 23, 24, etc. TeXeuno- also іп [T]eX[e]umo[o]eóc, in a text from Anaphe of 
the mid- or late Hellenistic Period (?), IG XII.3, no.251, line 23. 

Kretschmer (cf. Lit. infra) pointed out the pattern of the development: CVRVC —^ СУАС 
when the vowels were identical and the deleted vowel unaccented. At Athens Beov(e)vx(óng was 
probably only a variant for Beoev(s)ux(ónc, since the original form occurs too often to be just 
due to orthographical conservatism. With Охбобоу so rare and TeAeufjootoc not found after 
400 B. C., it is not possible to say whether the syncopated forms were universal in Athens by 
post-classical times. Rare syncopes like Өалиос, XóAvoc show the same tendency to delete the 
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second of two identical or very similar vowels after a liquid, perhaps also after a nasal in 
Мєухоётоо (cf. 28.00b, p.397 supra). If IA£ov, ГлЕоутес, etc. are syncopated spellings they 
show a related phenomenon (cf. 28.00b, p. 398 supra). 

Lit.: MS? p.69, note 591; Lademann p.118; Mayser-Schmoll p.123; Kretschmer, Glotta 1 
(1909) p.36; O. Szemerenyi, Syncope in Greek and Indo-European and tbe Nature of tbe Indo- 
European Accent pp. 260ff., especially pp. 261—2 (but the treatment of 12 1184 in note 1 on 
p. 262 is wholly unsatisfactory). 


28.03 Аёхдос, AévtAoc, etc. 


The Latin grammatical literature talks of a vowel between i and u. It is normally 
written U in the earlier period, as in volumus, Lentulus, decumus, maxumus; although 
1 is found in a few words, e.g. ferimus. Usually I replaces 1) as the grapheme in such 
cases after ca. 100 B.C., e.g. decimus, maximus, etc., although U tends to be retained 
before -І- and after o- and u-vowels, e.g. volumus, postumus. It is uncertain whether 
this sound was a schwa-like vowel or these spellings are due to a variation between 
two distinct phonemes (cf. Sturtevant, Lit. infra p. 120). In Greek transliterations the 
equivalent usually selected is omicron if the vowel is written at all, e.g. Aéxopoc, 
Пботорос, "Алодіуос, etc. (cf. 11.043 supra for the examples). Spellings like Aéx- 
нос, АғутоХос, ЛЕутеХос, etc. are rare variants not attested in Attic inscriptions. 
А more frequent way of rendering this vowel than writing omicron, however, was to 
omit it altogether in the Greek transliteration, e.g. Aéxpoc, AévtAoc, etc. It is possible 
that the popularity of such spellings was in part due to choice of ПобхХос as trans- 
literation of Proculus, under the influence of the Greek IIpoxAfic. 

In certain cases omission of the vowel produced an undesirable consonant cluster and here 
Attic texts follow the contemporary Latin preference. Thus М@Ёнос has always t following the 
Roman practice of the Imperial Period; cf. also К|ооуиріжос (= Cornificius) іп the sep. mon., 
II? 6828 (s. Ip.) (text wrongly given as Kogvogixvos in IG Ш, no. 1850). But O (= Latin и) in 
"АлоАцос, Кауо\ос, Пботорос, etc. (cf. 11.043 supra). 


Typical examples are: 
Аехцос. Attested as early as са. 175 В.С. in the ded., II? 4099; also in a decree of 122/1, cf. 
I? 1031.12 (part of II? 1006, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] pp.185ff.; SEG 21.474); cf. IP 1716.18 
(63/2—53/2) cat. Very frequent in Roman times thereafter (cf. e.g. Indices to IG III, p.383). 
Аёхорос occurs twice in a decree of 101/100, II? 1028.156 (cf. 11.043 supra); Decumus was 
still frequent in Latin at this time (for Decimus). 
Aévthos. Cf. e.g. ІР 4102 (init. aet. Rom.), ІР 4137 (fin. s. Ia.) dedications; Аолдоо (= 
A£vikov?) Peek, AG 2, p.21, no.47 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (for omission of v, cf. 41.011, no.22, 
p. 486 infra; аш = e, cf. 15.013, no. 96, p. 299 supra). 
“Райдос, СЕ. 12 4174.1 (41р.), ІР 4178.1, 2 (са. 50р.), IE 4179 (са. 50р.) dedications; "Рупума- 
vóc II? 2128.46 (190--200р.) eph. cat. 
“НохХЛаудс (= Herculanus). Cf. ФА *HoxXavóc II? 2239.241 (238/9 —243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.). 
Побхлос. Frequent, cf. Indices to IG Ш, p. 385; IIpoxAntavóc IP 4210.11 (post 128/9 p.) ded.; 
ПоохМамдс II? 2237.56, 134 (230—235p.) eph. cat. (L.). 
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ПобхАа II? 12518 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 

Ухблћас. Cf. П? 4212.2 (ca. 160p.) ded. 

ПотеохдАс, E. р. II? 2067.61 (154/5 p.), II? 2239.103 (238/9-243/4р.) (L.) eph. catalogs. 
*IotAmog (= Instuleius). Cf. II? 2086.78 (163/4p.) eph. cat.; II? 1798.25 (190/1p.) pryt. cat.; 
12 2128.41 (190—200 p.), II? 2203.84 (paulo post 200p.) eph. catalogs. 

Ветдиууй (derivative of Vetula), cf. 12 10977 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


This type of syncope seems to have spread to a few names not strictly speaking Latin, cf. 
>” АлХос II? 11881 а (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

The exceptional Ма шомдбс is reported from a late Roman milestone (now lost), cf. II? 5202 
(285—305 p.). It perhaps belongs with examples of syncope in 28.00, pp.397—398 supra. The 
unmanageable cluster -Ец- normally prevented syncope in the Greek form for Maximus; for 
мавцос, well attested in Athens, cf. Indices to IG Ш, p. 385. So also only Корукрбиос (for ап, 
Attic example cf. II? 6828 cited supra) because of the difficult cluster -руф-; Ilóotouoc and 
Похотоощос because of -оти- (cf. 11.043 supra). 

The sort of syncope seen here affects only those Latin suffixes in which an unaccented u 
(or u~i) occurs before a single consonant, i.e. the suffixes -umus/-imus, -ulus (and derivatives 
of these such as -ulanus, -uleius, -uleianus, etc.). Latin u in Catullus, Lucullus, Tertulla, etc. had 
a different sound and is transcribed differently if Greek (cf. 11.043 supra). Latin i as in Tiberius, 
Domitianus, etc. is transliterated E or I (cf. 7.0112, pp. 139ff.). 

Prevocalic Latin u is sometimes dropped after n, cf. 'lavágig (= Ianuarius) Hesperia 30 
(1961) p. 252, no. 52, line 26 (init. s. Пр.) pryt. cat.; 'lavag(ov II? 2097.67 (169/70p.) eph. cat. 
Cf. the MG Тоубоцс. Although sometimes treated as a consonant in metrical texts (cf. Eckinger 
p.91) OY = u/_YV in 'Iavovóguoc, etc. does not eventually appear as В as it does in ZóAioc, 
Фод оос, etc. (contrast MG "Iavágns and Italian Gennaio with French Janvier). For retention 
of OY = u/n_V cf. Чамомбоос ЇЇ? 1973.30 (40/1—53/4 p.) eph. cat.; Тауообо II? 1764.53 
(138/9p.) pryt. cat. (L.); "Ivyevova (how accented?) II? 1950.13 (post 250p.?), cat.; cf. also 
Zovyuntovóáouog II? 13018 (са. 50р.) sep. mon.; "Ivyévovozc, cf. 11.043, p. 222 supra. 

The syncope seen in Абруа is already normal in Latin Domna, cf. Абиуау, Абиутр in ІІ? 
3415.1 (195-8р.), II? 3416.5 (ante 208 aut 209 p.) dedications referring to Julia Domna. 

Lit: Eckinger рр.47-8, 60-1, 74-5; Sturtevant pp.119—122; W.S. Allen, Vox Latina 
pp. 56 ff. 


29.00 Vowel anaptyxis, prothesis 


a) True vowel anaptyxis, the insertion of a vowel, usually identical with that of an 
adjacent syllable, to break up a consonant cluster, is characteristic of only the crudest 
Attic writing; it is often difficult to tell if the presence of the extra vowel is purely a 
graphic mistake or not. On stone texts occur: |мх|оо4 IG IV, no.39, lines 10-11 
(410) inv. of temple of Athena on Aegina, but probably only graphic, шхобс ib. 8, 
орц хов ib. 8—9; ópoyvóv (= ópyvàv) II? 1693.5, 7 (s. IVa.?) inv. (cf. 18.01, no.20, 
p.339 supra); АЕомлос (= Лёоутос̧) II? 6114 (s. Ip.) sep. mon., has "Оо ос for 
"Eoxiéog (cf. 11.012, p.216 supra) and M for AA (crude copying error) (L.); "АМі- 
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тбусса 112 8109 (s. Ір.) sep. mon. Less certain are: Zyvxu|oí(ov II? 4013.13—14 
(aet. Rom.?) ded., and Evootog (= Шботос, man's name) П22282.8 (s. ПЛПр.?) 
eph. çat., both seen only Бу Fourmont; Мауасаүдрау 112 3983 (post 150p.) ded., 
known only from a copy of Pittakes containing other anomalies. The strange ATIKY- 
PANOZ оп а sep. mon., 112 7917 (aet. Rom.), can only be graphic; probably the I 
is a false start for kappa. Note also the anaptyxis іп тєрлоууос (= терлубс) in I? 923, 
an erotic text carved, probably in the late Archaic Period, on the living rock on the 
Mouseion Hill; this text has also лооовілеу (= лроовлейу? cf. 40.011, p.476 
infra). 


Similar spellings occur among the dipinti, cf. ARV? p.91, Euergides painter no.52 (— 
Richter- Hall plate 3) xagata, х[а]оота alongside хбота; cf. "Exióogouogc twice on a rf. vase, 
ARV? p. 117, Apollodorus no.2, alongside “Елібонос once; the correct “Елібоорос is frequent 
on vases of this painter, cf. ARV? pp. 117-8, nos. 1, 4-8, 11-14; Тєролоу (= Теолоуу) cf. 
ARV? p.456, Louvre G34 (- HRF 1, p.451, no.3). For the potter known as Pamphaios the 
signature Панафіос occurs three times on two rf. vases of Epiktetos, cf. ARV? рр.71-2, 
nos.14—15 = p.128, nos.4, 5 (= HRF1, p.304, no.4; p.326, по. 19); perhaps one more 
example: én[oíc]oev IIla[uaq]uvoc on another of these vases, Paralipomena p.329, no.14bis. 
Ilauaquoc looks more like a shuffling of the letters by the eye than a sort of vowel metathesis 
to break up the cluster -рф-. Other signatures without a vowel between p and Ф, cf. ABV 
pp.235—6, p.324; ARV? рр. 124—130; Paralipomena p.109, p.333. һеоемес recorded on а 
vase of the Lysippides painter, ABV p.260, no. 30 (cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 125) must 
be corrected to hegey{s, і.е. the third and fourth letters were painted on in the wrong order; 
heoeus[s is a less likely reading (cf. CVA, Italy 42, plates 28.1—2; the text of the inscription is 
given incorrectly as Веорёс on p. 12 of the text). An alleged signature Бідауудос (cf. HRF 2, 
p. 112, no.2; Kretschmer, op.cit. p.126) is given by Beazley as hI$XYVO$, cf. ARV? р. 162, 
Hischylos painter no. 2. For Eaxoexias cf. c) infra. 

So also МіМтиббо оп an ostracon, Kerameikos 3, p.58, no.45 (461) (cf. 40. 011). The 
Лош-- £Ko(Aec[-- avtovói[-- on ап ostracon of the 480s, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.400, 
no.13, might be interpreted Лооцлохдіос] ёКобс [Aa онтооб [0с] ог АвиоЦло(0)8(с| 
¿Koles Z (i) xvov&([50v]. A Aavoxoóíac is known from literary sources. Cf. “Еоційс on a defixio 
which has *Eopijv elsewhere and is characterized by crude orthography, cf. ІС Ш.3, по.90.а3 
(s. Ша.?). 

In Il? 1541.4 (= IG П, add. no. 682 с) read дохоутос, not áoaxovtoc. 

The occurrence of a liquid next to the inserted vowel in so many cases is noteworthy; it scems 
reasonable to suppose some phonetic basis for these examples. Perhaps also in the less frequent 
cases involving nasals. Some of the other examples may be purely graphic mistakes: i.e. having 
carved ЕҮХО and realizing he had omitted the tau, the mason completed the word either 
forgetting to go back and erase the unwanted О or not caring about it, leaving ЗУХОТОХ. 

As ГєХ оюу, ГеХебутес are attested in Ionia, it is likely that the Attic ГАЕоут-, etc. (attested ca. 
400 B. C.) are a development from an original T'eAgovt-, etc. by syncope rather than that ГХЕОУТ-, 
etc. are original, later developing to T'eAéovr-, etc. (attested in the first century A.D. at Athens), 
cf. 28.00b, p. 398 supra. 

Beginning in the last part of the first century A.D., Метау(є)омифу is frequent for Meta- 
үсітукфу. The extended form is more likely due to the influence of yeitwv (as suggested by 
Lademann, p.118) than vowel anaptyxis. The original spelling also continues into the late 
Roman Period. 
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Мєтаү(Еллоуцфу: cf. e.g. ПІ? 1996.91 (84/5—92/3p.) (L.), II? 2042.7 (ca. 135 p.), IP 2044.34 
(139/40p.), II? 2065.48 (150/1 p.) (L.), II? 2097.38 (169/70p.), II? 2103.27 (172/3p. aut paulo 
post), II? 2208.106 (212/3p. aut paulo post), П2 2239.104 (238/9-243/4р.) eph. catalogs. 
Mexay(e)uvvubv: cf. e.g. 1I? 1367.1 (fin. s. Ip.?) sacred calendar; I? 2037.21 (125/6p.), IP 
2046.12 (paulo ante 140р.), П22067.221 (154/5р.), 122243.57 (post 243/4p.) (L); cf. 
Метаує| ксу| ума II? 2112.44 (182/3—190/1 p.) eph. catalogs. 

In pre-Roman texts always Метаүгітуиду, cf. e.g. 12 6.60 (ante 460) decree; I? 377.14 (434- 
432) inv.; П? 2497.12 (post 350) loc. of a deme; II? 338.3 (333/2), ІР 641.5 (299/8), IP? 687.4 
(265/4), IP. 778.4 (250/49), Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, line32 (= IP 915.9) (203/2) decrees; 
II? 1227.2 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); etc. 


b) Occasionally an iota appears between a consonant and a following vowel: 
Anpaexiov АЕ 1961 Chronika p.23, no.2, line6 (= SEG 22.117; Hesperia 17 
[1948] p.142, no.3) decree (deme); Уттокллио II? 6022 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 'Aoxe- 
views (= "Aoxéveo?) II? 5593 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon. seen only by Fourmont. These 
examples may be purely graphic mistakes; the deme decree has others. The spelling 
Өлриро:с in the decree, 112 1043.22 (38/7), is probably due to confusion with “Ауто- 
мою in the same line (both L.) (cf. p.417 infra). 

The better copy of those on which the text of the eph. cat., I? 2030 (= IG Ш, no. 1105), 
depends reads Моооуётс, not Mvouovíónc, in lines 36—37. 

Cf. hequauoto(c) on a vase of the Tyrrhenian group, ABV p.96, по. 14 (= Imagines? plate 3.6; 
Jahrbuch des Rémisch-germanischen Zentralmuseums Mainz 8 [1961] plate 20). The reading 
is Furtwangler’s, cf. Beschreibung p.242. | 

Note also [Avo]vvowóSor[ov] in a defixio, cf. Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, p. 1033, no.7, line 5 
(s. Ша.?). 

Crude misspellings due to confusion of different types of demotics аге: Ларлтоеёос Hesperia 
17 (1948) p. 49, no. 50, line 5 (= II? 9531, corrected) (s. Па.) sep. mon.; Лайлтоєєйс Deltion 18 
(1963) p. 132 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; Bnoeaté[wv II? 5900 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon. The first two cases 
might also be graphic mistakes (dittography); in the third is seen hesitation between demotic 
types in -010с̧ and -єєбс (after ол = є, cf. 15.013, pp.294ff. supra). Perhaps comparable to 
these three cases are instances of -Е0с for -іе0с, as in Поадєйс, etc. (cf. 27.02, nos.2, 11—13, 
17-20, pp.394—5 supra); and one case of “Еоюжмедс for °Еоіхеє0с, if not assimilation (cf. 
7.012b, no. 14, p.143 supra). Cf. also ПецотеОс in addenda. 


c) For the Мобоуёс of the tribute lists (not attested later in Attica), the later Greek 
form was "Ацубоуєїс (cf. ATL 1, p.521), with а prothesis of а normal in such non- 
Greek names, cf. Kretschmer, Glotta 21 (1933) pp.86—90. For the examples of 
Модоуёс, cf. 44.031, p.549 infra. 

Vowel prothesis might be the explanation for the spelling £&uzetavóv, a variant for 
Еулетокфу attested twice in the second century A.D., cf. II? 2059.45 (ca. 147/8 p.) 
eph. cat. (L.); П? 6937 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. But some sort of confusion involving the 
preposition £x is a better explanation, for by this time the distinction in accent between 
-@v and -фу had doubtless disappeared and Euzevavóvov may have been unfamiliar 
to many. 

The spelling Eve€etvov іп a metrical sep. mon. of a non-Athenian, II? 10051.2 (post 
350), probably has nothing to do with the cases of ЄЕрлєтолөу (note the wide dis- 
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parity of dates). Probably the eye of the copyist has merely slipped, especially as the 
metre demands EóEg(vov. Since, however, epigraphical texts are sometimes written 
contra metrum it might be argued that the spelling has a phonological basis. It is too 
early for ev to be = [ev] or [ef], but it is possible that [e"ks] developed to [e"eks] by a 
process similar to that seen in "Еоційс, ТЕоолоу (cf. a) supra) or КаМмлбомос, etc. 
(cf. Eckinger p.48, no Attic examples). In view of the isolation of the example, how- 
ever, it is preferable to explain it as a copying error. 

The “Еахаежас recorded on a bf. fr. in Athens (inv. no. 1104 = СС692, cf. HBF p.91, no. 1) 
reads "Exaexíag cf. ABV p.147, no.5. А small spot of paint right next to the initial E was 
earlier misread as a letter (А) (L.). 

Lit.: MS? p.69, note 595, p. 93, note 834; Lademann pp. 118, 130. 


30.00 Apocope 


The typical type of Greek apocope familiar in some dialects and in poetical diction 
is foreign to Attic. Such examples as occur are in metrical texts written in an artificial 
poetical diction: e.g. x&80ave II? 11960.5 (= GVI 1, p.435, no. 1466) (са. 250) sep. 
mon.; хадоталіс Hesperia 23 (1954) p.63 and plate 14c (са. 100p.), verses оп a 
statue-base dedicated to a personification of the Iliad; 'AvroXíng II? 3632.6 (post 
150р.), 123709.6 (ca. 250p.) dedications couched in highly artificial language 
reminiscent of epic; бусуєто II? 11589.3 (s. Шр.) sep. шоп. etc. 

In three places the second syllable of xatá is dropped before та(бє) or тос: 

1) хата ғіо[Өбта] Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, no.33, line B15 (= IP 334.15) (335—329) 
decree; 

2) xatáðe II? 2492.1 (346/5) loc. of а deme; carelessly inscribed, note dittography of X in 
ib. 22, реуі ib. 28, тахаутао(омс for xaXacvaíovc ib. 44. These are clearly copying errors of 
the stone-cutter and xatáóe is probably the same thing. For хата төбе usual in this type of text, 
cf. II? 2493.3 (са. 340), II? 2496.2 (post 350), 112 2497.1 (post 350), 112 2498.2 (321/0) lo- 
cationes; 

3) хатойс vóuovg I? 1227.15 (= IG II, по. 594) (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs). The 
stone has KATOY2; the xax[óx]oóc printed іп IG II? represents either xatà робо ог xat(à 
т)обс (L.). 

But reject ёх тфу хата Фтфіората dvaluoxouévov in 12 111.26 (= ІС IL5, no. 54b), since 
this is clearly the normal form of the formula (i.e. no article), cf. e.g. II? 124.14 (357/6), ІР 
120.21 (353/2, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p. 286) decrees; etc. 


True apocope is not involved here, for which хатта, хаттодс would be expected in 
Greek. The хатофс spellings occur in the Ptolemaic papyri also, where they are called 
haplological and classified as a kind of dissimilation of syllables by Schmoll (cf. Lit. 
infra). The Attic examples are too isolated to be anything more than copying errors: 
no.2 may be so dismissed at once because the text contains so many such mistakes. 
Even if it be granted that the phrase in по. 1 simply cannot stand without the article, 
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it is easily explained as an error of the copyist, who mistook the -ta of хата as the 
article. In no.3 the copyist probably mistook the -т- of his unfinished хата for the Т- 
of тоос. Very similar errors are: тософтоу (tov) dot8póv II? 1670.27 (са. 330) inv.; 
[d*oon]|óXex (ei)s 86 II? 847.54—55 (215/4) decree; Stu (v)um0fqoovta: II? 1271.20 
(299/8?) decree (thiasotai); and a good many other similar omissions caused by the 
inaccuracy of the copyist's eye. 

The etymological connection of хасобо, Attic xatriw, with Latin suo, etc. is subject to 
difficulties (cf. DEG 2, p.504; Frisk, GEW 1, pp.798—9; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.300, note 1; 
p. 321, p. 686), making the view that xat- = хата in this word uncertain. Even if ап apocope is 
assumed in the word it will have to have occurred before the development of the Greek dialects 
familiar in historical times in order to account for the oo — tv. For xatriw, cf. xaviócavu IP 
1673.49 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.; a noun x&ttvotg occurs in the inv., II? 1672.190, 230 
(329/8). So KATYMATA (i.e. xatcovpata ‘shoes’) іп an early fourth-century private letter 
incised on lead, cf. SIG? no. 1259, line 9 (= IG Ш.3, р. ii [Praefatio], which needs correction). 

Spellings like аубӨүүхеу are due to accidental omission, cf. p. 400 supra. 

Lit.: MS? p.218, note 1740; Lademann pp. 129—130; Mayser -Schmoll pp. 125 — 126, 218. 


31.00 Synizesis; diaeresis (dialysis) and synaeresis 


Examples of synizesis occur in metrical texts of all periods, e. 4:3 Өєбу = Өєбү 
12 1014.4 (= IGAA p.138, по.46) (са. 540?) sep. mon.; Меріл IP 12974.3 
(post 350) sep. mon.; “Ёоёуйёрс Platon9 (1957) рр. 1558. (= ВСН 82 [1958] 
рр.364-366, fig.3; SEG 16.193) (са. 370) sep. mon.; А1үгібео Il? 3606.21 (ca. 
175 p.) ded. (cf. infra); бүбойхоута. П2 13150.3 (5. Mp. ) sep. mon. (but has metrical 
irregularities, cf. 25.00, p.386 supra); perhaps ПоХлу ос іп АМ 67 (1942) p.51, 
no.79 (400- 350) ded. (priv.) (if really two pentameters, as seems likely; but has 
“Аоуеотодтт, cf. II? 10864; Ефоілібо; ауёӨтхе for dvě’); KeqaA£og has a slight 
chance of being the end of a single pentameter in the ded., 12571 (= РАА p.47, 
no. 46) (460—450?) (cf. 10.042, p.212 supra; CSCA 10 [1977] p. 194, note 9; for rare 
single pentameters, cf. AJP 22 [1901] pp. 173 ff.) (L.). 

In the ded., I? 503 (init. s. Va.), uavtetov is probably genitive plural of pavteía rather than 
мӛутіс (cf. DAA p.272, no.236; p.151 supra); the ignoring of the intervocalic iota in this 
synizesis is unusual, cf. 10.042, p.212 supra. There i is also an example from Roman times, cf. 
&agivác II? 4514.11 (ca. 150 p.) ded. (priv.) (has also лі, etc., cf. infra) (L.). 

In metrical texts with pseudo-epic diction diphthongs are frequently subject to 
diaeresis (or dialysis), à separation into two vowels. Usually there are parallels for the 
treatment in the preserved epic n material. In rare cases the use of a diaeresis accom- 
panies the separation, e e.g. бойбас 12 4841.8 (fin. s. IV p.) ded. (priv. ), КАЕ 
бабобуос ib. 9, and Васілідос (without diaeresis mark’ ) ib. 7, "AXxaiónv, ТӨЁоос 
II? 3606.2, 18 (ca. 175p.) ded., but по" оп Васа ouvéoneto ib. 5 (cf. 4.031, по. 3, 
р. 96 supra); латофіє II? 3158.1 (з. Ip.) ded., àyAata II? 3118.10 (s. Пр.) dedications 
(cf. 4.031, no.2, p.95). Other typical examples (without `’): nár 12 4514.3 (ca. 
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150p.) ded. (priv.), very likely Лӯто оо ib.3, Өв ib. 18 (has also slagivāç, cf. 
supra) (L.); so in the artificial -түїос for Attic -ғ10с (cf. p.203 supra), e.g. &v6oníov 
II? 7447.11 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; "Аотіоу (also has A€wviéem with no synizesis) 
IP 13172.1 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; cf. Zwíàov (scanned ~~~) in II? 5021 (ca. 400p.) 
ded., a poetic artificiality. But бодї, дифотедоїс (in neither case is the diphthong to 
be e split to scan) are false readings in GVI 1, p. 380, по, 1282 (= IG Ш, no. 1383) (L.); 
moeu (there is no trace of a diaeresis on the stone), фбоёе, are dubious suggestions in 
II? 13161 a (in add.) (L.) (cf. 4.031, no.7, p.97 supra). 

The terms diaeresis and dialysis are in fact misnomers, for what is usually involved in these 
poetical spellings is not separation of diphthongs, but use of original forms found in earlier 
poetry, now become entirely artificial in Attic. 

Isolated for Attica, but showing a known technique for extending a long vowel to more than 
one syllable in musical texts, is the spelling: Апиофокру іп а sep. топ. commemorating two men 
from Parion (cf. 2.0121, по.20, p.35 supra), GVI 1, p.57, по.218 (410—400, cf. LSAG p.372, 
no. 49), in Ionic script. The spelling Атүрофбуу occurs in the non-metrical part of the text. 

The development of V + и to a diphthong Vt known as synaeresis was particularly 
characteristic of Attic. Hence Attic латобіос (not латофіос); лому (лое: already 
attested in the first half of the fourth century); хАєїс (already [kle's] by the first half 
of the fourth century, as the spelling xAég shows), from хэс (still found until 
350 B. C), but xAníc in Ionic, etc.; Attic -eog in the face of -niog in other dialects; 
etc. The argument for the accentuation indicating the diphthong, e.g. ХАС, ОГУйС, 
лалтобиос, etc. rather than retention of the original one (as seen for example in 
Kirchner's accentuations in IG ЇГ, e.g. Olvníc, *Aníc, etc.), is the rapid development 
of nu to & in many cases in Attic, including even the dative singular of n-stems by the 
end of the fourth century (cf. 23.00, pp.368 ff. supra). Synaeresis may also be behind 
spellings like Zovsog (ZoiXog?), 7ов ос, variants for Тоос (cf. p.200 supra; 
12.012, no.2, p.229 supra), but here the absence of 2005 shows the w was first 
shortened to o (і.е. Zotos). Cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.249 (= Traité? p.218). 

Іп a few cases in Roman times there is a failure to indicate the proper resolution of a long 
vowel necessary for the scansion, cf. uvfjoxeo0ou, where uvnioxeaat was probably intended, 
in the sep. mon., II? 12794.2—3 (fin. s. Пр.) (has also yev үбо, cf. p.643 infra; Evatov, сі. 
25.00, p.386 supra); for -uvyiox-, cf. шшуђсхе[то in 12 13173.30 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
вуйохоноь for mpvýoxopat occurs іп Anacreon. So also uvwpévois, where only pvwopévorg 
will scan, in II? 12403 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; the same text clumsily employs the poetical 
Відтощо where the scansion requires Відтоу. 

The term synizesis should probably also be applied to the metrical licence which 
allowed Повішу, Xargiwv to be scanned as two syllables. What probably happened 
in such cases is that iota tended to become [j] in pre-vocalic position, and that rising 
diphthongs of the type (іа), [20°], etc. developed.1 The device is found in Attica as 
early as the Archaic Period, cf.: 


! Some scholars call the process seen here synaeresis, but it is preferable to follow Lejeune in 
restricting that term to the development of falling diphthongs only. The accentuation of ITvOuov, 
etc. is uncertain: presumably the accent moved to the following vowel. The normal treatment 
of the vowel in the preceding syllable as long also supports the development of [ia], Бої, etc. 
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Гуа0і0 тб oqvy[£] 12 920 (= СУ! 1, p.660, no. 2042) (са. 500) sep. mon. (L.); 


TfvOtov 12 1085.2 (446, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p. 137, no. 51) sep. mon. (set up for Pythion of Megara 
by three Athenian tribes); in ib. 7 occurs биохӨОлжс, a spelling whose interpretation cannot be 
separated from the бехдауідоі and Еууейухідоь of Iliad 5.860 (= 14.148). The preferable 
explanation is to accept the -yiÀoc forms of Homer as derived from the variant stem in -Ao- 
attested in other languages instead of the stem in -Мо- usual in Greek (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, 
p. 593; that -yvAog is a back formation from xoc as B'ófAoc from BufMov as suggested by 
GEW 2, p. 1099 seems much less likely); this funerary epigram shows the same form, perhaps 
imitated from Homer. А different line of approach would reject the Homeric forms as false 
spellings for бехахідлої with the iota treated as a consonant, although the -Х(ЕЛХОС spellings are 
at least as old as Aristarchus, and explain óvoy(Aoic in this text as due to casual omission for 
Svoxidiotg (cf. wroev for 'Єдамаєу in line 5, uv for pév in line 3, о0бЕ(бе)уа in line 7). That the 
iota of 6vay(Aotc was omitted intentionally for the scansion without knowledge of a poetical 
variant in -ytÀoc contradicts the treatment seen in IIv8uov, where the iota is not omitted, „апі 
the usual treatment of this problem іп epigraphical texts. This same inscription has Эліхбоуйоу, 
with а metrical lengthening;. 


AtovvOLOV II? 6971 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

”АлоһАбу(ос Фоббиос II? 3811.11 (ante 250p.) ded.; unless -avioc as below; 
АӘЦОУ”АлоААбуцоу II? 3764.5 (ca. 217/8 p.) ded. (priv.); 

Aipoxogtóns AM 67 (1942) p. 59, no. 99 (= II? 4828, corrected) (s. П/Шр.) ded. (priv.); 


Perhaps also across a word boundary in: Muotis Tegoxdelas, H? 12210a(in text).1 (ante 350) 
sep. mon.; the line makes a dactylic heptàmeter with this scansion, but it is perhaps possible 
that the opening part of the epigram, containing the proper name, was only quasi-metrical (cf. 
27.01, p.393 supra). The short length of the syllable before the 1 is both unique and suspicious. 


But in other cases the iota is lengthened to facilitate the metre: 


'Avito (or [Mjavito?) 168e оба 12973 (= IGAA p.132, no.30) (ca. 5002) sep. mon.; but 
with so little of the text remaining, the interpretation is scarcely certain; 


TAavxíac I? 566 (= DAA p.217, по. 181) (са. 500) ded.; 


Avoyévns II? 3734 (126/7р.) ded.; so also in 12571 (= DAA p.47, по. 46) | (460—450?) de ded., if 
that text is in verse (cf. 10.04а, p.212 supra; CSCA 10 [1977] note 9); AvéAoyoc, АтаХбүою 
II? 11140 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 


"Аох\лхоббттс GVI 1, p. 380, по. 1282 (= ІС Ш, no. 1383) (s. III/IV p.) sep. mon. 


There is some doubt as to whether Xotoiovog ог ХОлбїаумос was intended in DAA p. 10, no.6 
(= P 548 + P 663) (527—514) ded.; the latter is the scansion if a single stichos of eight dactyls 
was intended; but Хахомоубс is possible if two cola of pentameter + dat (with first colon 
ending before hic, i.e. лотобс||ҺӘс); perhaps the lengthening of the last syllable of natods 
supports the second interpretation. 

Very rarely there exist poetical variants without iota such as dAevmods, Пбтуа; but there is 
very little evidence in prose texts for -С.УС developing to -CVC (cf. 27.02, pp. 393 ff. supra). 


Lit: MS? p.73, note 641; Allen p. 104; CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 188 ff. 
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32.00 Contraction 


The majority of the cases of vowel contraction are best discussed in conjunction 
with inflections and derivation and will be considered in volume two. Cf. especially 
the sections on -ӨС, -й, etc. for -Єос, -éa, etc. in demotics and ethnics in -etc/t_; -ÉNS 
and -йс in names like IIegixÀéng/Ieoixàñs; Eavtot and абтоб; fjv (< áv); АЦ1)-; 
GEXMV; xQov- (< лооє-). 

The loss of intervocalic iota frequently leaves two identical vowels in hiatus which 
may tend to contract. Thus 'A81vóa (< 'A0nvaía) is rapidly replaced by the con- 
tracted “АӨтуд, cf. 15.0121, pp.271ff. supra; but -aa remained uncontracted in 
¿háa from haia, cf. 15.0124, p.278 supra. Cf. also ПХМобебс (frequent), AexeXec, 
Tetepets (both infrequent), and perhaps Atopete, all from demotics originally in 
-ємЕОс, cf. 16.021 a, pp. 304 ff. supra. 

As the result of sound changes new contractions become possible in Roman times. 
Thus -е0с appears for -єєйс resulting from -ateóg after change of au to є (cf. 15.013, 
pp. 294 ff. supra), cf. Пецоедс, etc. (see Morphology for the examples). So also буїа, 
Zovveic, etc. (cf. 32.011 infra). 

In verb forms all the contractions normal in Attic have been completed before the 
time of the earliest texts. Exceptions are found only in the artificial diction of metrical 
texts, cf. e.g. лобеоутес Hesperia 30 (1961) p.282, no. 152, line 3 (s. Ia.) sep. mon., 
has vauttA(nv ib. 2 (with Ionic -іл). 

Ап unusual uncontracted xataóéo occurs in defixiones. Cf. one text of the end of the fifth 
century B.C., cf. Kerameikos 3, p.90, no. 2, where the use of the Attic script probably precludes 
а non-Athenian writer. Probably the spelling is due to the influence of the simplex бёо. For the 
expected хатабф in this type of text, cf. Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3 (450? cf. Introduction p.8 
supra); IG II.3, Index p.48; cf. ibidem for other defixiones with xatadéw (in Ionic script). 
хатабтуо is also occasionally found, cf. IG Ш.3, по.70.1, 4, 5, 6 (400—350? cf. p. 161 supra), 
the хатабео ib. 2 should also be taken as хатабтю, cf. the original edition, CR 4 (1890) р. 187. 

In a sacred calendar of са., 445 B.C., AM 66 (1941) pp. 171ff., по. 1, lines B8, B18 (= SEG 
10.38), occur the spellings IIogpoototc, хоёодоюу (or gen. plural Поєроаїоу?) téheov ӨЛ, as 
well as the previously unattested ngoegooráðov хоі0ду ib. А4, B21—22; another such calendar 
known only from two independent copies of a lost stone has Потобош, and either tiv xoonoo[ 
or tijv nongol (the two copies disagree), cf. ZPE 25 (1977) p. 243, lines 13, 5 (post 403/2). These 
contracted forms are later normally spelled Поотобом: or Поотоёош, cf. 40.021b, p.479 
infra. 

The fifth-century sacred calendar with Поєросі- has also the contracted Aaigat, cf. AM 66 
(1941) pp. 171ff., no.1, line B16 (-- SEG 10.38) (са. 445). Another such calendar, of the first 
half of the fourth century B.C., also has Aaigat, cf. IP? 1358, col.2.12 (375—350). But vij 
Aatío[at is the spelling in an inv. of 334/3—331/0 B.C., cf. I? 1496.103. Cf. Аоғіоас in 
Pausanias 1.38.7. 

Most proper names which are derivatives of Өєо- + -yévrc, -ӛооос, -ботос, etc. may have 
either initial Өсо- or initial Gov- (in the early period Өо-, with the same o as in Вол, etc.) in the 
Archaic and Classical Periods; the spellings in @ov- are rare after 300 B. C. (for the examples, cf. 
Morphology). The two spellings may occur in the same text, cf. @eotipides and @otipides in 
Р 951.13, 55 (ca. 412/1) cas. list (different men); Өвбӛооос and Өооботос in Hesperia 33 
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(1964) p.201, no.53, lines 17, 29 (са. 321) cat.; Govqóávnc in Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., 
line 179 (336/5) cat., but Өєблоџлос, Өєбӧооос̧, elsewhere; etc.; and even in the same family, 
cf. Govyeltwv Өгобфоо in a cat. of the beginning of the fourth century B.C., Deltion 21 (1966) 
рр. 134 f£., line 35 (= SEG 24.197). Өко- is not attested in the name Өомхчбібтү, but Өєохоётс̧ 
occurs; сі. Goxv&(óng Geoxó5oc in Hesperia 11 (1942) p.231, no.43, line 54 (367/6) pryt. 
cat. 

The contraction of £o to £v occurs rarely in names іп Өғо-. Where such names are borne Бу 
foreigners the non-Attic contraction is not surprising, e.g. @evProg 12 8683 (post 350), Gevx(ua 
Ii? 10475 (s. Па.), @evdwgog II? 10283 (fin. s. Ia.), Өс0бюу Өсцда II? 9675 (s. Ip.), Өсбба 
(feminine name) II? 11512 (s. ІЛІр.), @evdvov ІР 11674а (іп add.) (aet. Rom.) all sep. monu- 
ments of non-Athenians. But in the inv., 12 374 (408—406), occur Oevyévec IIevoaus|[óc in 
lines 12-13, @evy[évec] Пеоалєдіс ib. 214—5, Oevye|[tvov] Пеооцеос ib. 219—20, Ө|еч- 
үгітоу Пецо(оцедс ib. 315—6; here there is no external evidence to support the suggestion of 
MS? (cf. p.61, note 518) that these men are immigrants who have become Athenians beyond 
the possibility that such persons may well have lived in the Piraeus (all readings L.). The name 
of the archon of the year 313/2 is spelled @evpecotov in II? 1259.2 (has Өвбботос іп the pre- 
ceding line), a decree of orgeones dating to that-year. The same archon is referred to as Өсб- 
фоаотос in other texts, cf. II? 1202.1, 12 decree (deme); II? 2762.1 horos (mortgage) (both 
313/2). Other Athenians with names in Bev- åre in texts later than 300 B.C.: 8єйботос II? 
1958.37 (post 250) сас; Өсмбооба II? 5748 (ca. s. Па.) sep. mon.; Өеиббоюс IP 957.40 (157/6) 
decree; @evEévov II? 5472 (5. Ia.) sep. mon. Bev- сап thus be seen to be a very rare variant for 
Өғо- in Attic, especially of the Hellenistic Period. Note also the name recorded by Chandler as 
@evviwv, an Athenian in а now lost cat., II? 1927.115 (post 350); perhaps a variant іп Oev- for 
Өксшуішу (so Bechtel, cf. Personennamen p.207) or @eoviwv, unless due to Chandler's mis- 
reading. 

Other evidence for £v for £o in Attic of the Hellenistic Period occurs in the spelling "Аовула- 
yitar which occurs in the decree, II? 839.51 (221/0), and the inv., I? 1539.7 (215/4), which is 
roughly contemporary with it and mentions two of the same individuals (cf. A.S. Henry, CQ 
n.s. 17 [1967] p.269). As the word is exceedingly rare in texts before the second century A.D., 
when only ’Ageonayitat is found, it is difficult to assert that these two cases of 'Agevzuxyv- 
reflect the normal orthography. The other pre-Roman attestations have £o, cf. "Аоєола[үі]то, 
II? 1492.135 (post 311/0) inv.; cf. line 4 of the defixio, Kerameikos 3, p. 97, no.9 (ca. 350). 

The spelling KXevfloóAov in a decree of 266/5, 112 668.19, is probably for KAeófiovAoc, with 
contraction of ғо to ev. It is less likely that it is a case of ev for ev [e], with influence of the 
following Їм"), as in "AguototevAov(?) (cf. 20.00e, по. 18, p.348 supra), in the very rare name 
KAe(fovAoc (like КАСбихос, KAeipayos, etc.), cf. 12986 (= IGAA р. 120, по. 9) (са. 530?) sep. 
mon. 

The use of ғо for ev occurs in опе text where it is due to foreign influence. In the copy of the 
regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia which contains other non- 
Attic forms (e.g. ҡабибооусацЕуоу, at, for б) occurs йуєо for йуєм, cf. ІР 1365.12 (з. Ip.) (L.); 
unfortunately the other copy, in purer Attic, reads &ve[.] at the corresponding point, cf. II? 
1366.7. 

А non-Áttic contraction of ao to av сап be seen іп Aavdixetc, on a sep. mon. of a foreigner 
dated to the Roman Period, cf. II? 9165 (aet. Rom.). Other texts of the same type have normally 
Ааобих- (well attested in Roman times), cf. IP. 9158 —II? 9197. So also in names like Aaoddapeva 
cf. e.g. 12 3546.8, 20 (са. 100р.), П? 3559.5 (са. 100р.), II? 3560 (са. 100р.), IP 3592.18 
(165/6-168/9р.) all dedications; II? 4754 (fin. s. Ip.) ded. (priv.); I? 4753 (са. 100p.) ded. 
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(priv.); etc. Contraction of Aao- to Aa- occurs rarely in Roman times, cf. Ладареа 12 3519.3 
(aet. Augusti) ded.; the same woman as Лабарфас on the theatre-seat, II? 5123 (aet. Augusti?) 
perhaps Aaó[a]ufj[ac] on another of these seats, II? 5092 (aet. Rom.), is the same as the Aaoda- 
uera of the group of dedications cited above, II? 3546, II? 3559, IP 3560; cf. also Aaó[vxeó]c, 
II? 9192 (s. П/Шр.) sep. топ.; and the name Аббиос, e.g. П? 3004.5 (post 50р.), I? 2915.2 
(са. 119/20р.), II? 3798.4 (119/20p.), dedications; II? 2120.3 (fin. s. Пр.) eph. cat.; Hesperia, 
suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line Е51 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter; etc. In the name Лоахоотейдус only 
Aa- is found at all periods. For Aao- and A£o-; names in - ас, -Хдс, etc., cf. Morphology. 

Ас, ам for 006, -tov (as in Алис, etc.) and -aç for -awg (as in "Автуаіс, Afjvauc, etc.) 
are probably a type of vowel syncope caused by development of a stress accent, cf. 28.01, 
pp. 400 ff. supra. 

For Удубоос (an Athenian) and the normal Хфубоос, Х убрібтс, cf. 12.02b, p.234 supra. 
The uncontracted Zaw- occurs in names of foreigners, cf. Хаф Deltion 18 (1963) Chronika 
p.46, no.2 (date?) sep. mon.; Хафубом IP 1008, col.4.121 (118/7) decree; Zawors I? 8886 
(init. s. IV а.), Хафто II? 9281 (ante 350) sep. monuments. 

For legwoúvy and lege(t)wowvn, cf. 7.03, no. 3d, p. 154 supra. 


Lit.: MS? рр.73-74, notes 642—646; p.61, notes 514, 518—521; CQ n.s. 17 (1967) рр.268- 
269. 


32.011 -iet (V)  -& (V). The early contraction of -iera to -era in the noun “Үү 
can be seen in the spelling "Ууєїа, not rare in early Roman times and first attested іп a 
priv. ded. of the late second or of the early first century B.C., cf. "Ууєба II? 4457.6 
(post 150). That the -tta of “Yyeta represented [ia] rather than the expected Ге а) сап 
probably be inferred from the absence of a spelling "Хупа (although "Aofjov, etc. are 
frequent in early Roman times, cf. 9.031, p. 202 supra) and from the early appearance 
of I for EI in “Үү (cf. 9.032, nos.4— 5, p.206 supra, cf. p.205). The unusually early 
change of -evV to AV in this word may be due to the preceding t of the original form 
“Үүйеш, or to the influence of the name ‘Yytetvoc, where еі was not before a vowel, 
although as this name is not common until Roman times, the assumed original form 
“Үүшіуос actually does not occur іп an Attic text (cf. infra). For the uncontracted 
spelling “Үүйеш in texts of the early Roman Period, cf. II? 4464.1 (63/2) ded. (priv.); 
12 3176.1 (post 9/8) ded.; 12 4473.17, 20 (metrical) (s. Іа.), ІР 4466.3 (s. Ia.), ІР 
4467.1 (fin. s. 1а.), ІР 4480.4 (ca. 50р.), 12 4487.1-2 (s. Ip.), 112 4490.3 (s. Ip.) 
dedications (priv.). The contracted "У уєїа is about as frequent, cf. “Үү [Де II? 3174.2 
(12/1?), “Үүгіа II? 3120.6 (aet. Augusti), “Үүгіоһ П? 3240 (са. 22p.), 123181 (14- 
37р.) dedications; “Үүк(ас II? 4465.6 (ca. 26/5), "Ууєіа 12 4486.1 (fin. s. Ip.), II? 
4488, 12 4491 (Ууєам, L.) (both s. Ip.) dedications (priv.). For examples of “Yyia 
in this period cf. nos. 4—5, p.206 supra. After ca. 100 A.D. "Ууєїа is the most frequent 
spelling, cf. ІІ? 3187.1 (ca. 100p.) (L.), 12 3188.1 (ca. 100p.) dedications; II? 4500 
(s. ІЛІр.), II? 4501 (s. ІЛІр.), 124502 (s. ІЛІр.), II? 4503 (s. ІЛІр.), II? 4511.20 (ante 
114-116р.), I 4481.11 (ca. 150p.), has “Үүйа ib. 2 (85/6—94/5 p., cf. p.206 supra, 
no. 5), IP? 4517 (s. Пр.), 124519 (s. Пр.), 12 4529.7 (s. ПЛПр.), II? 4533.7, 9, 16 
(s. Шр.) metrical, II? 4539 (aet. Rom.) dedications (priv.); etc. '"Yyíeta is also found 
in these texts, cf. 112 4497.4 (s. ІЛІр.), Il? 4509.18 (s. ІЛІр.) metrical, 112 4532.1 
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(init. s. Шр.) dedications (priv.); “Үүйеша has been ‘corrected’ to "Хуїа in IP? 4499.6 
(s. Ір.) ded. (priv.). For cases of “Үүйа in the later Roman Period, cf. 9.032, no.8, 
p.206 supra. 


The name "Хуєїмос is well attested in Roman times: cf. IG III, Indices p.376; 
Hesperia 11 (1942) p.40, no.11, line25 (135/6p.?, cf. Hesperia 18 [1959] p.13) 
pryt. cat.; ibid., p.71, no.37, line 73 (fin. s. Шр.) eph. cat. Somewhat less frequent 
is "Yyivoc, cf. e.g. II? 1996.271 (84/5—92/3 p.), but "Хуєїмос ib. 216 (L.); II? 2037.24 
(125/6p.), 12 2068.164 (155/6p.), alongside “Үүсі- ib. 136, 137, 151, 156, etc. (L.), 
II? 2167.11 (s. Пр.), II? 2191.66 (ca. 200p.) eph. catalogs; II? 6676.1 (s. Ia.), II? 6864 
(aet. Rom.), II? 11898 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. 


In the case of names of festivals in -iera there is not as much certainty because of 
the possibility of variant formations. Thus the @noeia frequent in Roman times (cf. 
IG Ш, Indices p.315; it is rarely spelled Өтоїо, cf. 9.032, no.9, p.206 supra) is 
presumably the same as the @noe(t)a normal in the Classical Period, e.g. II? 1496 
(334/3—331/0) inv.; Indices to IG II, p.81; etc. The unexpected spelling 6movfjotc, іп 
a decree of 38/7 B.C., cf. II? 1043.22 (L.), might be a variant іп -(eta, but is more 
likely due to the influence of the "Avtwvijots іп the same line (cf. p.409 supra); the 
latter has to be carefully distinguished from the "Avvoveia (< 'Avtov(s)ivoc; the 
'Avvov(eut < "Аутфуос) frequent in late Roman times (cf. e.g. Indices to IG III, 
p.315). On the other hand the Attic festival was the 'OXvyuzíeta, cf. II? 1496 (334/3— 
331/0) inv., Hesperia 43 (1974) p.312, no.1, line2 (350—300 /init. s. Ша.) ded., 
II? 3079.6 (282/1) ded., in contrast to the 'OXóusua at Elis and elsewhere, cf. II? 
226.46 (са. 343/2) decree, Hesperia 4 (1935) p.81, no.38, crowns 3,23 (= 112 3147 + 
123150 + new frr.) (paulo ante 130) ded., etc. It is thus likely that a few cases of 
*Odupneta for the Attic festival in Roman times do in fact indicate contraction of 
Одлвліно to "Одлилеїа (for the examples cf. p.207 supra). The "OXvyuxeia бу 
"A8fj[v]aic are distinguished from the "ОХдилао of Ephesos and Smyrna in II? 3162, 
a ded. dated to the period after Hadrian’s reign. So also the "AoxAnneia of II? 
2245.176 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat. is probably the same as the 'AoxAnníe(u)a of 
II? 1496 (334/3 —331/0) inv., II? 3779.19 (ca. 250) ded. 


A similar contraction of 66- to -(Єд- can be seen in the demotic ”Елинх(бүс, 
frequently spelled "Ex(s)xíóqc in Roman times: cf. "Extevxíóng П22019.9 (ca. 
110p.), II? 2044.55 (139/40p.), 12 2055.14 (= IG Ш, no.1116; for the corrected 
reading, cf. 9.024, Notes and Corrections b), p.202 supra). (145/6p.), ЇР 2130.177 
(192/3 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 1774.76 (167/8 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); a variant with I for EI 
is also attested: cf. "Елах(ідтіс) H? 2097.195 (169/70 p.) eph. cat.; but in 112 2245.315 
(262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. cat., read “Елі. 1х, i.e. "Ex[eu]x((onc) (L.). The original 
spelling “Елагих(дтүс is also found in this period, cf. II? 1790.21 (ca. 197p.) pryt. cat.; 
II? 2193.93 (198/9-205/6р., cf. Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat.; 112 2486.34 (са. 
250p.) cat. fr. 


The contraction of -&- in "Yyeivoc, whence "Хуєїа; "Ex(e)uxidys; and later 
examples like "ОХурлеїа for "Одоцлієша was due to the change of & to Її"), which left 
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two very similar vowels in hiatus which naturally tended to contract. The same sort of 
thing may be seen in rare spellings like Хоууєїс for Xovvilc, Hesperia 41 (1972) 
p. 431, no. 62, line 4 (170—185 p.) pryt. cat. (cf. p.395 supra). 

Lit.: Lademann pp. 33—35; cf. 32.00, p. 416 supra. 


33.00 Elision and Prodelision 


33.01 Elision 


Elision is frequently indicated in the writing in dedications and sepulchral monu- 
ments of the Archaic Period, especially in metrical texts. Some of the earlier examples: 
e.g. Éoveo'évyóc 12 974 (= ІСАА p.130, no.23) (са. 5502), тобёлоє I? 1021 (= 
IGAA p.143, no.56) (са. 550—540?); novév( IGAA p.143, по.57 (са. 5402); 
xa0'68óv 12 971 (= ІСАА p.132, no.33) (550—540, cf. АМ78 [1963] p.119); 
Aaxóo'óvoua 12 1014 (= IGAA p.138, по.46) (са. 5402); тб" Аоуббатіь, тобт” 
éno(coev, 8 Ел” айтба ІСАА p.139, по.48 (= SEG 10.452а) (са. 5402); р'ёлоѓғоєу, 
сёр’аүсӨб 12988 (= ІСАА p.140, по.49) (са. 540-5252); тоё дуг аоетЁс I? 986 
(= IGAA p.120, no.9) (са. 5302); б'єябтом 12 975 (= IGAA p.147, no.64) (са. 
5259; тбб'ємубс 12 1026а (= ІСАА p.140, по.50) (са. 550); т08” Аіуео 12 1019 
(= IGAA p.147, no.66) (ca. 510—500); џруёр’'ёсорбу оїхтіо’, óc (= óc, cf. GVI 1, 
p.360, no. 1223) халос бу ÉGave 12982 (= IGAA p.147, по.67) (ca. 5002); тоё” 
гуүйс 12 995 (= ІСАА p. 147, по.68) (ca. 500 aut paulo post) all metrical sepulchral 
monuments; probably also metrical are: u'étoísoev IGAA p.130, по.26 (са. 500); 
тоб'єїці Hesperia 5 (1936) p.230 (= IGAA р. 134, по.36; SEG 10.463) (ca. 500) sep. 
monuments. Elision is also indicated іп the formulae тбд'йуадна (metrical texts), 
wavé@exev (both metrical and non-metrical), very frequent in sixth-century dedi- 
cations; the exceptional ид &vé[0]exev occurs in a prose text, cf. I? 583 (= DAA p.75, 
no. 71) (ca. 500?) ded. 

But failure to indicate elision in the writing is also common in texts in both prose 
and verse. In metrical texts the elision is usually demanded by the metre (so-called 
scriptio plena), and texts are often inconsistent, e.g. боб лі лойүџ- alongside 
бубо'єуавобу, aov алоёообуџеуох, лобүраүаӨбу іп I? 976 (= ІСАА р. 133, по. 34) 
(са. 560—550?) sep. mon. The use of scriptio plena and this sort of inconsistency in 
the writing of elision is common in Attic metrical inscriptions at all periods (cf. 
33.012, p.424 infra; the lists in Allen pp.127—155 have been brought up to date for 
Attica іп CSCA 10 [1977] pp. 171ff.). 

From the time of the first public documents in prose failure to elide and incon- 
sistency within a text are frequent. E.g. [1]à бе [h]ózAa I? 1.8—9 (fin. s. Ма., cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p.25, no. 14); 972- in I? 6.30 (ante 460), but бі Еу in ib. 128; 006” 
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ёлифовеф6 I? 39.10 (446/5), but ob5é ібідтеу ib. 6; háveüv 1276.42 (435—414, сі. 
ат ха. ив Га ёусутѓоу, бё V-, etc. ib. al.; & адт- II? 360.17, 18, 62, 75 (325/4), but 
те £- ib. 8, 0л”аОтбу ib. 36, but бло 'HoaxAeoóv ib. 35, ynpiopar’dva- ib. 26, 44, 
руду адихету ib. 39, but Eva бубоа ЕЕ ib. 37, etc.; уси 8 |афтоіс ІІ? 500.31-2 
(302/1), but vov 8|é dexitéxtova ib. 33-4; от оол| д'яртої II? 653.40 (285/4), but 
фіфиша d|[xoóóocov]ow ib. 45-6, bxóuvqua Үр ib.50; бё офтойс, Фабтойс 
Hesperia 45 (1976) рр.296Н. (204/3), next to each other in lines 37, 38; S’avtér 
II? 844.27 (181/0, сі. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239), but ёё адт- ib. 26, 67; etc., all decrees; 
ob8’év II? 1329.10 (175/4) decree (orgeones), but ёё офтб ib. 27; б'єлі II? 1668.21 
(347/6), but ёё 6- ib. 44—5, 78, dndo’&v ib. 91, but tadta &xavta ib. 94; ӛ%4оүуо- 
II? 1534 A.100, 102 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), but 15s ё- ib. 93; vo Ә%флаоуоу IP? 
1534В.345 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), but тёбе éq’legéws pass. al., etc.; vot Пиебіцуа 
II? 1672.265 (329/8), тёттоо'1ш- ib. 270, тоб'йшехтєїа ib. 268, леув'йшехтеїа ib. 
266, 272, хемв'йшуоміниа ib. 271, 281, etc., but тоба fju£&uiva. ib. 274, évvéa, 
(Еу)бехо ñp- ib. 266, 268, 271, 273, 275, etc.; all inventories; etc. So also in some 
texts of the Roman Period, сі. Еуецду Sova in line E45 of the imperial letter 
published in Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3 ff. (ca. 175 p.), but ёё V-, etc. elsewhere. 

In certain cases it is possible to show that elision was either normal or intentionally 
avoided; these are treated in 33.011 infra. For avoidance of H — [h] after elision, cf. 
p. 499 infra. 


Elision of -at occurs in a decree of the third century B.C., H? 834.18 (paulo post 229/8): ta 
бімам'блас үёутгёфобуто[ғу. Such elisions of diphthongs are otherwise confined to verse 
texts. Elision results in ambiguity in undev’ddtxetv, II? 360.39 (325/4), а decree with 67, бл 
and бло, фтфісрат ávaMoxopévwv, etc. But elision of wnBéva. is avoided before following d- 
in II? 1365.8—9 (L.), II? 1366.13 (s. Ip.), two copies of regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos 
set up by Xanthus of Lycia. 

Not elisions, but abbreviatory shortenings are: ларароброло. тобулу | бухорау: I? 1622.717- 
718 (ca. 342/1) inv., note position at end of line and similar shortening elsewhere (е. р. lines 701, 
703, 705, 709, etc.); длефуу 'Avéx|[apow]v II? 1576.23 (са. 330-320) inv., note many such 
shortenings in this text (ib. 62, 66, etc.). 


Lit.: MS? pp. 69— 70, notes 596—600; Lademann pp. 44—51. 


33.011 Practices in prose texts 


In a number of classes of words elision can be shown to be either preferred or 
usually avoided. 
Disyllabic prepositions. Elision of the final vowel of most disyllabic prepositions is normally 
indicated in the writing by the fourth century B. C. Best attested аге буті, алб, бий, хата, peta, 
лада, and бло. Елі is also normally elided except in formulae of the Елі [той беїма) &exovtos, 
Елі legéwe types (for which see infra). лері is, of course, not elided. 
In fifth-century texts failure to elide still not unusual: e.g. буй бу 12 110.8 (410/9), елі toele 
I? 40.4 (ca. 446/5, cf. SEG 21.26), хата алооохАёто, хата ібіото 12 39.10, 11 (446/5), хата 
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hóv ATL 2, по. D8.50 (= P 65.49; cf. AJP 88 [1967] pp.29ff.) (426/5), хата Ба I? 76.32 (435- 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222), peta “АӨтуаіо- 12 108.7, 41 (410/9), decrees; naga Һафбеоа І? 
213.54 (= ATL 2, no.23, со1.2.61) (432/1), хао&|Һ&Вбера I? 210.19-20 (= ATL 2, по.20) 
(435/4) trib. lists (cf. p.499 infra); etc. By the later fourth century and thereafter failure to 
elide prepositions of this group before the relative pronoun and before fav, ОШУ, etc. is not 
found, and other cases of no elision fall into the category of fairly infrequent exceptions: cf. e.g. 
and долібос II? 1466.11 (са. 330), II? 1469.36 (post 320/19) both inventories of the same type; 
dnd *AhaBawdev ІР 2315.36 (post 180) cat; фло ”АХЕбу|боо П2 3679.6-7 (s. ЦЛЇїр,) 
ded., but dq’éotias ib. 9; алд дүшуодетфу I 5206 (s. IVp.) ded.; бій ёлтб, ёа һреойу 
II? 1366.5, 6 (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos; intentional avoidance of 82 
occurs in a few dedications of Hadrianic date in the phrase буй. ёлщё&\лүт-, cf. П2 3291.8, II? 
3299.7 (L.), II? 3301.6 (132p.), cf. біб ёрүелиотолдфу II? 3310.4 (post 138 p.); Елі бхтф ІР 
1457.13(post 339/8) inv.; Елі tyretar ІІ? 456.b 2 (307/6) decree; Елі yiio I 674.9 (273/2) 
decree; елі бла II? 1013.46 (fin. s. Па.) decree; Елі Eryn П2 1338.11 (78/7) decree (synodos of 
technitai); cases like Елі dvayoa[qécc, П2 390.2 (319/8) decree, and Елі дүшуобетоу, IP 
3968.2 (148-150р.) ded. (елі бохоутос ib. 5), II? 2243.5 (post 243/4p.) eph. cat. (L.), have 
probably been influenced by avoidance of elision in Елі [tod беїма) бохоутос (cf. infra); Елі 
eboefeía ІР 3999.3 (s. ШШр.) ded.; хата Elxadéwv II? 1258.4 (324/3) decree (orgeones); 
нала|бліхаура П24724.3-4 (s. Ip.) ded. (priv.), xarà Елілоүйу I? 4497.2 (з. ІЛІр.) ded. 
(priv.), but мат'єлиау- ІР 4772.3 (са. 120р.), I? 4773.4 (aet. Hadriani), II? 4519.4 (s. Пр.) 
dedications (all priv.); хата öjveov П24486.3-4 (fin. s. Ip.) ded. (ргіу.), хата буар IP 
4825.6 (s. Шр.) ded. (priv.), but хат'буар, кат'буємом: II? 4731.4 (s. Ip.), II? 4778.6 (post 
150р.), II? 4740.3 —4 (s. /Пр.), II? 4880 (aet. Rom.) dedications (all priv.); etc.; peta ал@аутоу 
Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296 ff., line 11 (= Siewert pp.5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. Charisterion 
Orlandou А, pp.79—87) oath (ephebes); peta "АӨтуаіоу II? 287.7 (са. 350, cf. SEG 24.90), 
12360.21 (325/4) decrees (the latter has ОлОУ- ib. 35, cf. infra), for рет "A@nvaiwv, cf. IP 
505.54 (302/1) decree; peta ГАомютофбутос 122699.6-7 (350—300) horos (mortgage); 
тәу біраохоу тӧу petà "Iojagyov Il? 1193.14—15 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (deme); ретй ['Eo]|uo- 
убупу бохоута ПІ 1328.8-9 (183/2) decree (orgeones); peta "Адруєїоу II? 1029.4 (96/5) 
decree; peta oxov I? 1100.15 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict (L.); peta Еіоібфооу II? 2042.9 (са. 
135p.) eph. cat.; in the phrase pet’elxddac failure to elide the final а of цєта is not found; лаод 
"Ообутоу IP? 207.3 (349/8) decree; naga 1єроломбу II? 1496.86, 117, 129, cf. 98, 121, 134 
(334/3—331/0) inv., but лар'їєролошум ib. 130; there is a mixture of лаоб and лар’ (usually 
occurring before a personal name) in inventories of the later fourth century B.C., e.g.: maga 
V- II? 1673.30, 34 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112), but xag’ V- in II? 1673.47, 48, 67, 71, 74, 77 
and in line 45 on the new fr., cf. AE 1971 p.84; лара V- II? 1672.9, 93, 94, 103, 104, 109, 189, 
194, 202 (329/8), but more frequently nag’ V-, cf. ib. 3, 36, 39, 40, 58, 63, 64 (bis), 65 (bis), 68, 
70, 74, 105, 113, 115, 116, 132, 134, 212; xaga|V- 12 1628.409—410 (326/5); nagà V- II? 
1629.524, 530, 532, 533, 569 (325/4), but хас” V- ib. 543, 630; naga "Аоаоббоо II? 1330.49 
(post 163) decree (synodos of technitai); naga “Ageonayett@v ПІ? 3737.1 (136/7—169/70 p.) 
ded.; оло “НоахдеотФу II? 360.35 (325/4) decree (L.), 04”8- ib. 36 (has peta V- ib. 21, cf. 
supra); бло °Ал[о]|[Амоматфу) 112 350.15—16 (318/7, cf. SEG 21.320; perhaps earlier, cf. 
SEG 22.98) decree; бло блбутоу II? 1299.49 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); id 
Ave(nMov) I2 1368.5 (са. 162/3р.) Iobacchi regulations, бф'об ib. 9; бло "НАғішу II? 3169/ 
70.35 (253—257 p.) ded.; etc. Note elision of цео in реҳо’ Фуеф| о,)Отетос іп the fifth-century 
decree, В 115.15, restored ib. 21 (cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 264, no. 86) (409/8). 
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Елі in formulae. Өлі [tot беуа) бохоутос, Probably not well enough attested in the Classical 
Period to allow viable statistics, but there are certainly cases of elision, even in the headings of 
state decrees. Cf. (throughout this section all examples аге Елі (той ӧєїуа] боуоутос unless 
otherwise indicated): II? 18.1 (394/3) heading! of decree; II? 99.2 (375/4) second line of decree; 
Р 52.8 (433/2) in text of decree; ІІ? 2790.1 (357/6) first line of дей; 12 363.3 (437/6), IP. 
1382.17 (405/4, cf. SEG 10.201), II? 1407.27, 28 (ёохоутос omitted in both lines) (384/3), 
II? 1424.27 (374/3, cf. SEG 21.549), II? 1425.287 (368/7), but éxi + V ib. 196, 321, IP 1516.13 
(post 344/3), but елі + V ib. 4, 112 1614.37 (353/2); II? 1622.574 (са. 342/1), but ёл! + V in 
ib. 381—382, 389-390, 404, 419, 422, 481, 491, 515, 534, 547, IP 1627.51, 216 (330/29), but 
émi + Vin ib. 236, II? 1628.11, 630 (326/5), but елі + V in ib. 233-234, 458, II? 1629.275, 
360, 468, 593, 609, 679, 794, 816, 1109, 1132 (325/4), éri| + V ib. 350—351, 559—560, I 
1631.143, 295, 310, 318, 342, 355, 370, 386, 411, 441 (323/2), II? 1672.245, 249, cf. 272-273 
(329/8), but ёл, + V ib. 205, 256, in text of inventories; II? 362.1, II? 360.2 (325/4) first line 
of decree text; II? 360.31, 67, 70 in body of decree text; II? 1657.1, II? 1658.2 (part of II? 1656— 
II? 1664, building inscriptions dated са. 394—391, cf. SEG 19.136 —144) first lines of sections 
of an inv.; II? 1443.3 (344/3) heading of inv.; II? 1924.1 (330/29) heading of cat.; etc. There is a 
notable increase in the instances of elision in the body of inventory texts about 330 B. C. 

But іп this formula there are more instances of failure to elide Елі, especially in headings: cf. 
e.g. Р 84.3 (421/0), II? 349.3 (331/0) headings of decrees; ATL 2, no. 1, line 3 (= І? 191 + new 
frr., cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.415) (454/3) heading of the first trib. list; P 313.2 (408/7), ІР 
1421.5 (374/3, cf. SEG 21.549), II? 1436.1 (349/8) headings of inventories; II? 1926.1 (325/4) 
heading of cat.; 1296.2 (375/4), IP? 123.1 (357/6), 12 129.2 (356/5), 112215.1, IP 218.3 
(346/5) beginnings of decrees; II? 204.12 (352/1) text of decree; Agora 15, p.59, no. 49, line 2 
(= АЕ 1917, p.40, по.92) (328/7) heading of two lines preceding a list of dedicating bouleutai 
before a decree; Hesperia 43 (1974) p.157, line 1 (375/4) heading of decree of nomothetai; 
P? 353.7 (433/2), I? 324.5, 25 (426/5—423/2) text of inventories; II? 1370.3 (403/2), ІР 1378.2 
(399/8), II? 1392.3 (398/7) beginnings of inventories; II? 1635.30 (post 374/3), I? 1445.5 
(375/4), ІР 1429.53 (са. 367/6), ІІ? 1541.7 (post 356/5), П2 1440.26 (350/49), II? 1514.24, 
34 (post 344/3), II? 1524.51, 71, 81 (post 334/3), IP 1461.11 (post 330/29), IP 1527.42 (post 
327/6) іп text of inventories (cf. also supra for ІР 1425, П2 1516, IP. 1622, IP. 1627, II? 1628 
and II? 1672); etc. 


After 323/2 В.С. cases of elision in this phrase are very rare in headings or beginnings of texts: 
II? 458.1 (307/6) first line of decree; II? 1261.44 (300/299) first line of third decree (thiasotai) 
on stele; II? 1282.2 (261/0) first line of decree (thiasotai?), Agora 15, p. 120, no. 129, lines 1, 35 
(= 112848) (222/1) first line of each of two decrees on stele; the instance in the inv., I? 1487.53 
(post 307/6), seems in at least the fourth line into the body of the text. Although Елі is frequently 
elided in this phrase in inventories of the 320s, such elisions are rare іп any type of text after ca. 
300B.C.: e.g. 2 1534 A.8 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; SEG 2.9, line 18 (244/3) decree 
(thiasotai) but Елі Чершуос adjacent; П2 1303.6 (ca. 218/7) decree (troops); IP 1011.57 
(106/5) decree, has Елі + V passim al. In 12 842.8 occurs |Е|л”Аутирдоу &[exovtos] in what 


1 In this section the term ‘heading’ is used only when the letters in question are somehow set 
apart from the body of the text, either through larger size or in some other fashion, c.g. initial 
lines of inventories running across the top without consideration for the columns beneath. Other 
beginnings of texts are referred to as ‘first lines’; the term ‘in text’ is used for any part of the text 
after the formulaic opening. 
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appears to be the first line of a decree, not the first one, on a stele usually assigned to the second 
c. В. C., although Antiphilos is generally assigned to the year 224/3 B. C. 


Elision of Елі seems also to be avoided in a number of similar expressions: Елі "АОрЕ|УЄЇб0? 
yelappared[ovtoc] 12 358.1—2 (442/1, cf. SEG 24.48—53) іпу.; елі dvayga[qéoc "Еліхобооу 
II? 390.2 (319/8) first line of a decree; Елі ЕлімеАттфу IP. 1327.30 (178/7) in four lines set off at 
bottom of text of decree (orgeones); Елі Фүоууодетоу II? 3968.2 (148—150 p.) heading of а ded.; 
ёл[і | абтохоблорос Koto[o]oosc II? 1996.1 (84/5—92/3 p.) heading of eph. cat. (L.); etc. So also 
in the phrase Елі брхоутос [tod беїма), frequent in Roman texts; cf. елі doyóvtov in the fourth- 
century B. C. inv., II? 1635.27, 122 (post 374/3). In the phrases Елі, legéwe, Елі. (eoe(ac, Елі [tod 
беїма) Їеоёос, Їеребас avoidance of elision is already normal in fourth- and third-century ded- 
ications (priv.), e.g. II? 4352 (ante 350), II? 4369.1 (са. 350), II? 4370.4 (са. 350), II? 4395 (350— 
300), II? 4397.3 (350—300), II? 4400 (350—300), IP 4410.3 (fin. s. IVa.), II? 4371a(in add.) 
(s. IVa.), 124428 (s. ТУЛПа.), 12 4438.2, 3 (init. s. Ша.), 124440.2 (ca. 250), ІР 4443.1 
(s. Ша.), etc. The spelling éx"Aoxifiag (єребас іп the ded. (priv.), II? 4682.6—7 (s. Ша.), is 
exceptional. However, Ерісоеос [tot бєїма) occurs some 20 times in the inv., II? 1534 A (291/0, 
cf. SEG 16.118), and 10 times in II? 1534B (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), the other inv. on the same 
stone. Avoidance of elision is the rule in these phrases in Roman times. 


бау. Very frequent in phrases such as Og б/бу, блос 876у, etc., elision of бё before бу is uni- 
versal in prose texts by the fifth century; cf. e.g. 12 6.40 (ante 460), 12 39.19, 33 (446/5), P 
57.41 (423), I? 105.7 (407/6), etc. 


The foregoing decrees are fairly typical of texts of all periods which have both 8'áv and 6€ + V 
elsewhere, thus showing a clear avoidance of бё бу. A rare exception occurs in II? 1673.32 
(333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.: бооус ё йу. äv also in texts of Roman date, cf. 6'&v in the 
lobacchi regulations, II? 1368.127 (ca. 162/3p.), where 66 is not elided before other initial 
vowels 17 times (ё бу ib. 139). Elision of 86 elsewhere occurs sporadically at all periods in prose 
texts and cannot be called rare; but even in decrees of the late fourth century and early Hellenistic 
times 9” is still much less frequent than failure to elide. Elision of $ is rather rare after 200 B. C. 
except in ёбу. 

Compounds of 96 (0066, pndé, оїбє, т4бе, etc.) аге not infrequently elided in prose texts up 
until about 200 B.C., but here too failure to elide is more common. The phrase 009” (uô) 
©ф'ёубс always has elision, cf. II? 287.12 (са. 350, cf. SEG 24.90), IP 435.7 (post 336/5), II? 
416.13 (са. 330), II? 660.18 (fin. s. IVa., cf. SEG 24.115), П2 505.58 (302/1) all decrees; ІР 
1165.24 (300—250) decree (tribe); II 1304.7 (post 211/0) decree (troops). 

Failure to elide 0066 (und€) before cl is to distinguish the emphatic оббі єс, etc. from ovdetc, 
unéels, etc.: 008|Ё Еубс 1239.11—12 (446/5) decree; шубі elg II? 487.9 (304/3) decree (cf. 
Syntax). 

The elision of те, obte, etc. is very rare and unusual: cf. та тёу тў dyogã П2 380.35 (320/19) 
decree; o[Ló]-|[v] TA. 12 654.56—7 (285/4) decree; ої)бу vel 12 725.4 (init. s. Ша.) decree (the 
two foregoing examples indicate tendency to elide in the phrase olóc т? ey); [түс] бу H2 1304.17 
(post 211/0) decree (troops); ]và тадто0(2) П21062.4 (са. 50) decree (L.); шүүс бутбхтегү 
ufvévaxo[0víoxew ІП? 1035.10 (10/9—3/2, cf. p.124 supra, no.59) decree (this an old 
formula?); cf. лбута т'бүфуа II? 3758.4 (s. П/Шр.) ded. бот less often than ote + V, but cf. 
Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, no.1, line 19 (= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree (hippeis); II? 2502.5 
(ca. 335 —325? cf. SEG 23.94; 21.643) loc.; II? 1113.14 (193—211 p.) imp. letter. 


Cardinal numerals. Elision of final -а and -є is not rare at all periods, but is never the rule. There 
is a spate of examples in the inv., II? 1672.265 —285 (329/8), where, however, failure to elide 
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also occurs (cf. p. 419 supra for the examples). Elision also frequent in évvé'ügyovrec, etc.: е. р. 
I? 47.37 (init. s. IVa.); Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 225, по. 85, line 5 (= new fr. of II? 46) (ca. 375), 
but ле)уте һиғофу in IP? 46.126, тоцахоута ueo- ib. c57; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.229, по.86, 
lines 3, 9 (са. 350) all decrees; but évvéa йоҳоутес at least twice in new fr. of Hesperia 26 (1957) 
p.52, no.9, a sacred law soon to be published by K. Clinton in Hesperia (367—348); évvéa 
doxóvtov Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, no.51, line 5 (144/3?) ded.; toig бумба &o|[yovow] 
Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, no.33, lines B11—12 (= П?334 + new fr.) (335—329) decree. For 
other elisions of numerals cf. e.g. hex]v'ópoA[ó]c AM 59 (1934) p.35, no. 1, line b7 (= SEG 
10.10) (са. 455/4) decree; бїх дубойо. Р 187.22 (са. 450) decree (deme); névv'ópoXóv Р 
374.98, 262 (408—406) inv., but Һе|лтб hepegdv ib. 90-91 (L.); névO'fjuxob(ov IE? 1678. 
aA44, aB21/22, aB22/23, аВ24/25 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv.; but probably лғуӨпшло- 
&ov is all one word in II? 1668.20 (347/6) inv., cf. толүшлобіюіс ib. 28, but леуте ђшлобіоу 
ib. 27, 46, той йшлобиа ib. 34, тойу fjumo(ov ib. 41; 80’&pa (twice) II? 1673.72, AE 1971, 
p.83, no.4, line 74 (= new fr. of II? 1673) (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p. 112) inv., but ббо elc II? 
1673.41, леубіушоремов. ib. 52, but леуге бубрас ib. 24; вуме'дВодої II? 1496.61 (334/3— 
311/0) inv.; to huuróða II? 463.60 (307/6) decree; то/”Афообісих II? 1534B.200 (247/6, cf. 
SEG 16.118) inv. (unless dropped to save space, frequent in this text); etc. For cases of failure to 
elide cf. e.g. mévte heuegóv 1? 76.18 (435—414? cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) decree; лЕуте бубрас 
Ё 22.4 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) (L.), 1239.46 (446/5), 1290.32 (422, cf. SEG 21.46) decrees; 
деха бубоас 1284.24 (421/0) decree, Бема, ёх ib. 20; Eva бубоа 12 360.37 (325/4) decree; 
беха бубоас II? 1629.253 (325/4) inv.; x]évve évóv I? 2504.11 (211/0) loc.; леуте бубоос 
12 1223.20 (post 167) decree (cleruchs); etc. xévte бубоас also in line 9 of the decree inscribed 
on a small bronze plaque, AE 1971 pp. 137 ff. (400—375) (cf. p. 2 supra). 


iva. Elision occurs, but is exceptional: cf. II? 845.8 (208/7, cf. SEG 16.71) decree, but iva обу 
ib. 9; 12 1318.9 (fin. s. Ша.?) decree (thiasotai); II? 1325.24 (185/4) decree (dionysiastai); 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E60 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter; II? 2291 а.11 (190—200 p.) 
oration of ephebes; II? 1121.37 (305/6p.) imp. edict. For їуа + V, cf. e.g. 12 845.9 (alongside 
tv’, cf. supra); IP 1299.17 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); II? 1316.18 (272/1) 
decree (orgeones); II? 891.8 (188/7) decree; II? 1329.19 (175/4) decree (orgeones); II? 1326.23, 
47 (176/5) decree (dionysiastai); II? 968.61 (143/2) decree; II? 966.12 (inter 159—133), IP? 
1006.88 (122/1), ІІ? 1008.63 (118/7) decrees; II? 1334.11 (fin. s. Па.) decree (orgeones); IP? 
1011.43—44 (iva|obv) (106/5), II? 1039.58 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110), Hesperia34 (1965) 
pp.255f£., line 31 (= I? 1025, II2 1040 + new frr.) (46/5) decrees; II? 1344.15 (post 28/9 p.) 
agreement of two synodoi (?); etc. 


ёх тфу хата Whpiopata dvaMoxopévwv. The phrase is frequent in decrees of the later fourth 
century B.C. and the third century; it is normally spelled without elision of the final -a of 
чууфбораха, but exceptions occur: cf. II? 418.10 (post 330), I2 360.26, 44 (325/4), Ц2:479.29 
(са. 305/4), II? 534.4 (fin. s. IV a.) decrees. For the more usual unelided spelling cf. e. g. II? 304.13 
(ante 336/5), II? 346.2 (332/1), П2 351.39 (330/29), IP 373.14 (322/1), 12 410.41 (са. 330), 
II? 393.14 (321—318), II? 448.30, 86 (323/2, 318/7), II? 505.64 (302/1), 112 508.14 (fin. s. 
ІМ а.), 02512.13 (fin. s. IVa.), 12515.8 (fin. s. IVa.), II? 522.6 (fin. s. IVa.), 12696.11 (post 
303/2), II? 707.10 (init. в. Ша.), II? 657.73 (283/2), I 675.c6 (init. s. Ша.) decrees; etc. 


(бл)бо”ду. Elision of боо. and ónóoa is normal before йу: cf. e.g. II? 43.28 (378/7) decree; 
Ii? 1668.91 (347/6) inv.; II? 463.4, 27, 85 (307/6) decree; etc. But note Џолбоа бу І? 22.17 
(450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.). 


424 Other phenomena related to vowels 


33.012 Elision in metrical texts; scriptio plena 


As has been seen above (cf. p.418) the failure to indicate elision where demanded 
by the metre, scriptio plena, is frequent at all periods. There are ten instances in nine 
sep. monuments and dedications earlier than 500 B.C., and the phenomenon is 
especially common in the fourth century В.С. and second century A.D., a fact to be 
attributed to the larger number of metrical texts (usually sep. monuments, less often 
dedications) placed within these centuries. It is by no means rare to find elision in- 
dicated in one place and scriptio plena in another; this sort of inconsistency is common 
at all periods. 

The catalog of instances of scriptio plena in Greek inscriptions in Allen pp. 127— 
155 has been brought up to date for Attica in CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 171 ff. 

But there are also certain cases in which the failure to elide i is in accordance with 
the metre. So regularly after &xot, the preposition лєрї, егр. буої * Gv П2 7873.8 (post 
350) sep. mon. (also has aoi 550: лері айуу! II? 3765 (226/7-234/5р.) ded.; in the 
dat. singular of consonant stems, e.g. yuva d облу II? 11016 (ca. 360) sep. mon.; 
raði бл‹о›оуёу 12689 (+ 12737.328, cf. DAA p.51, по.50) (са. 500) ded. Еуеп 
where an elision is required the iota is usually written contra metrum: Пёлаё. 
"Авомаїо, I? 499 (= DAA p.308, по.290) (са. 510—500?) ded. Cf. офриол, éxeívov 
probably for афиола °хеѓуоу (cf. 33.02, p.426 infra). 

The (I162Aa6" A0nvaí£at--] restored by DAA p.239, по.210 (= Р 581a + 12 652 + P 668) 
(init. s. Уа.) ded. is rather dubious. Elision of iota of tt, еті was allowed (cf. infra). 

But there are other cases in which the hiatus is in accordance with the metre, 
although these are far less numerous than the contra metrum instances. Many of these 
reflect the influence of hiatus permitted in epic, e.g. те ідёсӨси, hiatus before ої, £, etc. 
In Attica spellings of this type become more frequent in the Roman Period. The Attic 
examples are: 


£v065e ої GVI 1, p. 57, no. 218 (410—400, cf. L$AG p.372, по.49) sep. mon.; 
tde "Оупобс IP 12378 (450—350) sep. mon.; 

tov бубоа. ”Оу цох 112 12067 (365—340) sep. mon., but oe йоба, pitat аубофу, 
yaige[t]é ot II? 10435 (ши. s. ГУ а.) вер. mon.; first two stichoi only quasi-metrical; 


оїба ёё ooi Stu II? 7873.8 (post 350) sep. mon.; no elision expected for бхоһ Gv іп 
line 8; for elision, cf. убомас HOLO án£&«o»xo[v] IP 12141 (ca. 2509); 


éxta Em yeyová[c] II? 12599 (300—250), sep. mon., but xvoijv бе along ib. 2; 
роїоб ое Түс II? 3964.4 (paulo post 128/9 p.) ded.; 

daxe dé of II? 3632 (post 150p.) ded.; 

обуєха of II? 12568 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 

те (660804 II? 13012 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 

óéxa бофауоу II? 9898 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 


Ёубех”Ёхоуто, Evy IP 11477.10 (s. II/HIp.) sep. шоп. elsewhere elision written, some 
of the stichoi are metrically faulty; 
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о066 ті of II? 10457 a (in add.) (ca. 100p.) sep. mon.; 

Еутафба бло, л@тот дё poi ёст, тіс 66 oe бхордрого, Еубаде ЕохорЕуоз, тіс бё оо 
£v Cwotor II? 10073.2, 3, 6, 13, 14 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. (note got, poi); 

el 6€ £ potoa GVI 1, p. 380, по. 1282 (= ІС Ш, no. 1383) (s. HI/IV p.) sep. mon.; 

хаха бото IP 4223 (379—395 p.) ded. 


Not quite certain: 

Syooely хар. а боюма Р 920 (= GVI 1, р. 660, по. 2042) вер. mon., unless биоо(о)є х0 Борна 
із согтесі (биос(о)е рана héox.a, i i.e. хад божа, of FH no. 59 is possible?) (L.); 

бут xè dyaxhelés, б]фоа xè Еу фӨцүо II? 11120.3, 16 (cf. GVI 1, p.631, no. 1998) (з. Шр.) 
sep. mon. 

There also occur in metrical texts elisions not found i in prose, 222 Фон бүс ЇР 
10672 (ante 350) sep. шоп. үсбцЦа) тбл@оє летови, аха {тє tégula) аүсӨйс 
II? 8494.9, 11 (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon.; т "aveibep(au) evening II? 3158.2 (s. Ip.) ded.; 
илтхёт() HEP AU II? 12514 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; pot c anégd@nav 12 12141 (ca. 

250?) sep. mon. (cf. supra); etc. (Vowels in parentheses do not appear on the stones.) 
By far the greatest number of these poetical elisions are those involving a verb form 

which would normally take movable ny instead of eliding. The Attic examples are: 

Ёотео” буубс I? 974 (= IGAA р. 130, no. 23) (са. 550?) sep. шоп. 

hdc p 4уебех” 4убобу I? 410 (fin. s. VIa. aut init. s. Va.) ded. (bronze) (cf. FH no. 131); 

[KA.e]ó800óc p avébex’ "Афоодіте, 12 700 (= DAA p. 318, no. 296) (са. 480—470?) ded.; 

éEenoino’ оёх абайс I? 826 (= LSAG p.370, no.29) (475—450?) ded. (cf. 10.04a, p.211 

supra); 

Ёст буор’ aùtõ[ı AE 1958, р. 119, по. 122 (= SEG 19.303) (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon.; 

лаовбоу” 0Вобоац, HAG’ елі II? 10998 (init. s. IV а.) вер. mon.; 

6 Ex evdaipowv II? 6288.8 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

оох єї ад", Еотпо(е II? 13097.5 (са. 350) sep. mon.; 

Лотус ô’ ЕхаооЕ” Етбооу II? 3734 (126/7 p.) ded. (unless first person singular); 

ald’ ёсо””АӨ уа, aiô’ eto’ “Адошуоб II? 5185 (128/9p.) ded. (L.); 

Probable: dvé]@nx’ HIEPON AM 67 (1942) p.68, no. 116b (= АЕ 1906, р. 107) (са. 400) on 

a vase (incised). 


Not infrequently such poetical elisions are not actually indicated in the text (contra 
metrum spellings), e. g.: 
naréga evxdeitwv, ейздіков "Аубохібау 12 1085 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 137, по. 51) sep. 
mon., set up for Pythion of Megara by three Athenian tribes; also has сфрат, éxeívov for 
oda ”хєСүшу (cf. p. 424 supra); 
ауебехе (whether hexameter or pentameter) Praktika 1972 p. 6 (s. V a.) ded.; 
á[v£jenxe "Hon. AM 67 (1942) p. 51, no. 79 (400—350) ded. (priv.); 
Ёрүол Ебооде d'ya6ó II? 1141 (376/5) decree (tribe), in poem before decree begins; 
untéoa E8nxa doiws II? 8593 (ante 350) sep. mon.; 
téowoe 'Acox) mm: II? 4355 (ante 350) ded. (priv.); 
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IIevov«oócteua #6 Есті Езфооуіо (has те леу) AE 1937, part 2, p.555, no.4 and fig.6 (= ІР 
6693 a [in add.], which needs correction) (са. 350) sep. mon.; 

лотоіс 9 боті, ”“Ефеоос II? 8523 (init. s. ГУ а.) sep. mon. 

But the opposite may be seen on the bf. plaque, BSA 50 (1955) p.60, no. 11 (= SEG 16.35 B), 
where, although originally eotwwAgew was incised, the movable ny necessary to prevent an 
undesirable hiatus in verse has been erased to produce а final боті $ 'Aotío. For the writing of 
movable ny when it is contra metrum, cf. 49.00, p.642 infra. 

Lit.: MS? p.70, note 601; Lademann pp. 50—51; Allen pp. 127—160; CSCA 10 (1977) рр.171- 
174. 


33.02 Prodelision (Aphaeresis) 


True prodelision, or the dropping of an initial vowel before a consonant where the 
preceding word ends in a vowel, is not a frequent phenomenon in Attic inscriptions. 
Spellings like the following look more like careless omissions than true cases of 
prodelision: фол] 'oyvorj II? 1425.322 (368/7) inv.; ЕЕ 'оєтобас II? 1628.511 (326/5) 
шу. OYNEZTINAESTIN = ой 'veouv à ботім II? 1672.129 (329/8) inv., cf. 
АМ 66 (1941) p.240; Елі "'vaEvxoó[rovc Hesperia 17 (1948) p. 1, no. 1, line 1 (279/8) 
decree. Such spellings are isolated. There are also certain spellings which could be 
referred either to prodelision or to crasis, e.g. ці) °х or рўх, fj "toa ог téga, ці) 
*hattov or uijkattov, fj "ph or fj (cf. 34.021g, p.431 infra), фӨциќут "xo or 
фбиєуйу (cf. 34.022, p.433 infra); дхтф "Воду or ӧхтоВолфу (cf. 34.021n, 
p.432 infra). It seems doubtful! that there is any real difference between the fore- 
going cases and spellings like хйоҳоутес̧, v&AAa, etc. which must be assigned to 
crasis. For the references for the foregoing list, cf. the sections of 34.021-—2 cited. 

For the ambiguous бєрєтїїс, which could be 8” ёретїїс (with vowel assimilation) or бі" getijc 
(but more likely a careless omission than a true prodelision), cf. 6.01 a, no. 1, p. 120 supra. 

Тһе scansion demands that оФрол: éxe(vov be read as opa "xeívov in I? 1085 (446, cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p. 137, no. 51) sep. mon. (set up for Pythion of Megara by three Athenian tribes) 
(cf. p. 424 supra). Cf. Еүф хеѓуту іп the defixio, IG II.3, по. 108.a3—4 (et for ті suggests a date 
within the period ca. 375— 150). Cf. addenda. 


Dropping of an initial vowel under other circumstances is scarcely found. For the 
usual spelling 206) there is a very rare variant 0£A«, first attested perhaps in the 
fifth century B. C.; in prose texts the shorter spelling occurs after йу: ботЇ їс àv ӨЛ, 
(stoich., number of lost letters fairly certain) I? 49.12 (post 442/1) decree; йс бу 
Өле. 112 851.15 (ante 224/3) decree. But 206Х is also found after йу, cf. боо, бу 
ёӨєЛоо 1271.25 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30) decree. Both. ехо апа! £06 are used in a 
verse text to serve the needs of the metre, cf. тарі ӨӨ суу, ods ӨєХоу II? 8388. 5,7 
(init. s. Ша.) sep. mon. Spellings like ЕГбєӨёХЄєс in the ded., II? 4211.9 (aet. Hadriani), 
could be el бе 0- ог el 8’ Є06)-, Cf. the man's personal name ӨвХох|боёс, іп a ded. of 
ca. 480 B.C., cf. DAA p.57, no.57 (= 12597, corrected), where even if the precise 
form of the name is in doubt it is certain that it began with ӨсХо-. Other names begin 
with ?ЕӨєХ-: cf. ”ЕдЕХооюс 12 928.19 (465/4) cas. list; 'E0£Xavógoc 12 956.86 
(161/0) decree, the same man іп 112 3869.1 (ca. 150) ded.; another "ЕвеХаубоос in 


Crasis 427 


the same tribe, II? 919.6 (paulo post 178/7) decree; *#ЕӨ Аюхо@ттус ЇР 1623.10 (333/2) 
inv.; etc. 

If the peculiar name Keotooíóng in line 229 of a bouleutic catalog of 336/5 B.C., cf. Hesperia 
30 (1961) pp. 30ff., is to be taken as for "Axeotogidns, the loss of the initial °A- was probably 
a careless omission, cf. 'Inzagyóng in ib. 271. 

Lit.: MS? p.178, note 1481. 


34.00 Crasis 


Crasis is widespread in all types of texts, chiefly private rather than public and 
frequently metrical, of the Archaic Period. In the period after 480 B.C. crasis is 
normally avoided, especially in public texts, except in a few expressions like tha, 
etc. In metrical texts, however, crasis is usually, although not always, indicated in 
the writing; these texts are usually private. 

Lit.: MS? pp. 70—73, notes 602—640; Lademann pp. 52—55. 


34.01 Indication of crasis in the Archaic Period 


Public texts are rare in this period. Crasis occurs twice in a small fr., probably of a 
deme law, of the late sixth century: hágxrobgoc, таосооё, cf. Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p. 332, lines 10, 12. 

On archaic dedications on stone táOevaía is found far more often than x&v "AGe- 
уабал. Many of the texts are metrical, and ta@evaiat is frequent at the end of the 
hexameter where neither тё, ”АӨсуа(ол nor "A0cvatau would scan. Cf. e.g. 12756 
(= DAA p.383, no.348) (init. s. Уа.); DAA p.239, no.210 (= Р 581а + 12652 
+ 12668) (init. s. Уа.); 12 695 (= DAA p.241, no.211) (ca. 500); Hesperia 4 (1935) 
p. 150, no.2 (= DAA p.46, no.44) (500—480); I? 741 (сі. ОАА p.396, no.366) (ca. 
500). So also perhaps on a bronze dedication, cf. I? 415 (post ca. 550, cf. LSAG p.68, 
note 1), if tdðeváa could be scanned as four long syllables. For [1]& "АӨГе|уо/ош, 
probably written for тадеус(ол, іп DAA p.29, по.25 (= 12 578, corrected) (са. 490) 
ded., cf. 34.022, p. 434 infra. 

But there are many texts іп which vá6evaíat occurs which are certainly not in 
verse, cf. e.g. 12485 (= DAA p.232, no. 197) (са. 530? aut са. 525—510, cf. LSAG 
p.75 and note 1); DAA p.68, no.65 (= 1 490, corrected) (са. 525—500); I? 489 
(= DAA р.9, no.5) (525-500); 12572 (= DAA p.194, по.169) (fin. s. Ма.); 
Hesperia 4 (1935) p.148, no. 1 (= DAA p.281, по.246) (fin. s. VIa.); P 579 (= DAA 
p.43, no.41) (ca. 510—500); I? 696 (= DAA p.334, no.313) (init. s. Уа.); I? 518 
(= DAA p.287, no.257) (init. s. Уа.?); DAA p.100, no.93 (= 12659) (са. 490); 
12754 (= DAA p.392, no.358) (paulo ante 480); DAA p.384, no.350 (= 12752, 
in part + 12758, in part) (paulo ante 480); ОАА p.385, no.351 (= 12752, in part + 
12758, in part) (paulo ante 480); DAA p.116, no.112 (s. Va.?) dedications. Prob- 
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ably not metrical is the very much earlier fr. of a ded. on Naxian marble, cf. I? 672 
(= LSAG p.76, no.7) (625—600?), reading ---8]exá[x]|ev [:?] т40Геуо(ол?-- (cf. 
LSAG p.401). 1á0evaía is also frequent on bronze dedications (post 550, cf. LSAG 
p.68 and note 1): 12 408, I? 411, I? 422, 12426, I? 430, 1 432, I? 436, I? 443, I? 444, 
12 447.5 (EM 7312 + 7281); 1? 450, I2 455, I2 456. тё "Авємайа is also found on 
prose dedications on stone, but less often: I2 583 (= DAA p.75, no.71) (ca. 5002); 
Р 746 (= DAA p.381, по.347) (490—480); DAA p.101, no.94 (= 12526 + 12552 
+ new fr.) (490—480); and similar texts later than 480 B.C.: I2 604 (= DAA p.122, 
no. 119) (ca. 475-465); 12618 (= DAA p.156, no.140) (paulo post 450?); 12395 
(post 432) ded. of the Athenians to Hygia. Cf. also I? 644, graffito on a fr. of a clay 
vase of the Archaic Period; 12412, perhaps 12437 (post 550, cf. LSAG p.68 and 
note 1) bronze dedications. 

For other examples of crasis on stone texts of the Archaic Period, cf.: валі, xd- 
лодоа[ 12662 (= DAA p.367, no.332) (525-5002); «àXxyso[v(]óeg LSAG p.77, 
no.25 (— I? 472) (ca. 550—540?) almost certainly not metrical (but cf. DAA p.339); 
Oéxáve, (cf. p.498 infra) 12836 (fin. s. Vla.?) dedications; тодтемоуібо (= тоб 
EvteAwvidov) IGAA p.134, no.37 (= АЕ 1960, p.139, no.1; Hesperia 17 [1948] 
p. 141, no. 1, corrected) (fin. s. Ма.); БеХівіом (= й юу) 12975 (= IGAA p.147, 
no. 64) (са. 525?) sep. monuments; Һфобиоуе(8о 12536 (= DAA p.85, по.80) (ca. 
500); KáXov éxoieoev hai[ywvéxec] DAA p.91, по.85 (= 12 501 а) (ca. 500?) probably 
not metrical; Һбулооіоуос 12 508 (= DAA p.408, no.381) (init. s. Va.?), hóv[xo- 
eío]voc 12 509 (= DAA p.38, no.37) (init. s. Va.); хоё (not xoi) лойбес 12 581 (= 
DAA p.310, no.291) (init. s. Уа.); Байлодос 12778.5 (fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.?) 
dedications. Cf. тартёшбь alongside ho ”Оуёторос on a bronze mirror dedicated at 
Brauron and unearthed in pre-480 B.C. fill, BCH 86 (1962) p.679, p.676, fig. 11. 

For the examples of crasis in metrical texts of this period, cf. 34.022, p.432 infra. 

Crasis is well attested in the short prose texts typical of the dipinti. Cf. e.g. hdgyotipo 
Һлһ% on two bf. vases of Eucheiros, ABV p. 162, nos.2, 3 (= HBF pp.85—6, nos. 1-2); хбүб 
(bis), »&véruev on a bf. pinax from the Acropolis, АМ 13 (1888) p.441; їебос Һоїуос̧ on a rf. 
vase in Munich, cf. ARV? p. 146, Epeleios painter по. 2 (= FR plate 155) (L.); etc. Note тбмауть 
Ai, graffito from Mt. Hymettus, Hesperia, suppl. 16 (1976) p.13, no.1 (са. 600) (but the 
contraction Аё does not look Attic). For metrical examples of this type cf. 34.022, p.433 infra. 


34.02 Indication of crasis after ca. 480 B.C. 


34.021 Public texts 


The language of public documents, especially state decrees, is not particularly 
fond of crasis. The only common type in state decrees is ta from та + d-; attested 
are тб\Ла, тадт-, тауслбрата, талоХоХбта (once), and тархола (once); of these 
only 1&AXa and taùtá occur more frequently than the spelling without crasis. xd- 
from хаб + £- is not found in state decrees until after 200 B. C.; but tå- from та + é- 
occurs in tavavtia, found in the fourth and third centuries. A single case of MEK for 
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ий ёх in a late fifth-century decree could be for MEEK with careless omission of one 
of the E's or actual crasis, |х. The decrees of other types add several additional 
types of crasis, cf. тдуавбу, xáyaðá, иїйаттоу, тобуоро, ta5ehpot, т4убобс. The 
inventories and catalogs increase the list still further, cf. тобліобеу, воіцатіо, Өбтєра, 
ўтёса, тооВолоб, бхтоВолфу, талитўдека. 

Crasis may be indicated and ignored within the same text, e.g. тауамохбикуа, та 
дуамохдбиеуа in II? 1672.12, 44, 119, etc.; та GAAa, тобфоХоф in II? 1673.27, 36; 
ўтёра, fj Etéea II? 1615.87, 93; хаүаӨбс, xai бу in II? 1275.11, 16; tavavtia, та 
ба. in I? 1183.13, 26; ба, tà бУХа II? 1172.28, 36; etc. 


a) та This is the best attested case of crasis, frequent in all types of public document: cf. 
12 91.6 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3): téAAa ё totu; Sokolowski, Supplément p.20, no.6, line 7 
(= Hesperia, suppl. 8 [1949] pp. 130ff.; SEG 10.642; 17.5; 21.52) (413/22); ІЗ 110.17 (410/9); 
II? 1.16 (403/2); 097.14 (375/4); 22 244.107 (337/6); П2 401.13 (321—319); II? 333.b 15 
(335/4), has та ауа-, П2 416.14 (са: 330): тё[\Ла; П? 500.15 (302/1); Dinsmoor, Archons 
(1931) p.7, line 15 (= П?649 + new fr.) (294/3); П2748.5 (init. s. Ша.); П2 715.8 (init. 
s. Ша.); Hesperia 7 (1938) р. 100, по. 18, lines 13-14 (282/1); II? 1006.84 (122/1); II? 1013.31 
(fin. s. Па.); II? 1023.3 (fin. s. Па.) all state decrees; other decrees: II? 1172.28 (са. 400) deme; 
Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 88, 89, 90, 92, 93 (363/2) genos (has taùt- ib. 96); ІР 
1166.5 (300—250) tribe; П2 1194.9 (ca. 300) deme; II? 1241.24 (300/299) phratry; Il? 1264.8 
(300/299) hippeis; II? 1273.25 (289/8?) thiasotai; II? 1281.9 (са. 266) troops at Sunium; II? 
1225.21 (ca. 250) Salaminian cleruchs; Deltion 23 (1968) pp.1ff., line 12 (= SEG 24.156) 
(238/7 aut paulo post) thiasotai; II? 1330.54 (post 163) synodos of technitai; II? 1338.7 (78/7) 
synodos of technitai; cf. also a fragment from Kephissia, perhaps a deme decree: BCH 94 (1970) 
p.918, line 8 (-- Deltion 21 [1966] Chronika p.106, no.12) (s. IVa.?); inventories, etc.: 
II? 1636.2 11 (ca. 350); IP. 1668.75 (347/6); ПІ? 1678.1, 20 (са. 350, cf. SEG 13.49); ІР 1682.28 
(285/4); locationes: II? 2498.3, 16 (321/0); II? 2499.32 (306/5); II? 2501.13 (fin. s. IVa.); «ба. 
occurs also in the Greek copy of the letter of Plotina to the Epicureans of Athens, cf. II? 1099.37 
(121p.). 

The spelling tà Ма is also found, although less frequently: I? 108.42 (410/9); ПІ? 360.12 
(325/4); Il? 554.19—20 (307—304, cf. SEG 24.111); II? 588.4 (fin. s. IV a.) decrees; IP 1172.36 
(ca. 400); П2 1183.26 (post 340), II? 1209.11 (post 319) decrees (deme); II? 1673.27 (333/2? 
cf. AE 1971, p. 112) inv.; I? 1283.24 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens). 


b) Other cases of tå- from 16 + á- Examples are fairly rare: távaħópata Hesperia 14 (1945) 
p. 61, no. 1, line C19 (= І? 6.102, corrected) (ante 460) decree, has taùt- I? 6.28, 111; талодо- 
Хбта 12 74.17 (ante 430) decree, has taùt- ib. 13; tavadvoxdpeva II? 1672.44, 119, 143 (329/8) 
inv., but ta dvadvoxdpeva ib. 12; váxóXov8a II? 1302.9 (220/19) decree; tag[xata II? 1079.3 
(ca. 220 p.) decree, but tà doxaia in the other copy, cf. II? 1078.10. Probably also x[d]|xó from 
та алб in IP 1672.192—3 (cf. supra). 

Far better attested is failure to join тб to following d-, cf. tà dva- I2 244.23 (337/6), IP 
333.a—b8 (335/4), has 1&AXa ib. 15, decrees; Il? 1672.12 (329/8) inv., has táva- (cf. supra); 
П2 1534A.104, 105 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; ІР 1316.11 (272/1) decree (orgeones); ta 
&vo@ev 12 372.65 (409/8) inv.; ta дошта II? 498.13 (303/2) decree; 2 1270.8 (298/7) decree 
(troops at Sunium), has váya0óv? cf. p.431 infra; II? 1327.15 (178/7) decree (orgeones); ta 
doyv[oà] ІЗ 347.41 (439/8) inv.; và &отйната I? 1673.14 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p.112) inv., 
has ta ба ib. 27, but todPohod ib. 36; xà афош- IP 1544.34 (333/2) шу., ta дохоха IP 
1078.10 (ca. 220 p.) decree, but táo[xaia іп the other copy II? 1079.3 (cf. supra); etc. 
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с) тафта Crasis is normal in the phrase хата тайтб, cf. 126.28, 111 (ante 460); ATL 2, 
по. D7.43 (= 1266; Meiggs-Lewis p.117, no. 46) (4472), P 76.14, 21, 35-36 (435—414, cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p.222); 1277.11 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31); 12 74.13 (ante 430); Р 114.45 (410/9, 
cf. SEG 24.15) decrees; Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 13ff., no. 1, line 12 (410—404) fr. of a law; I? 
140.10 (ca. 420); II? 1.21, 40 (403/2); II? 144.15 (ca. 368, cf. SEG 17.18); ІР 687.57, 58 (265/4) 
decrees; ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, line 62 (post 403/2) sacred calendar; Hesperia 43 (1974) p.157, 
line 44 (375/4) decree (nomothetai); II? 1361.6 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones); ІІ? 1283.22 
(263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens); has та &AXa ib. 24; II? 1328.9 (183/2) decree 
(orgeones); II? 1678.2 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49); I? 1671.34 (ca. 330); Il? 1682.18—19 (285/4) 
inventories; etc. ta até is rare, especially in the phrase хотӣ tà афтод; for хахд tà айта cf. II? 
1165.22 (300—250) decree (tribe); Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., lines E54, E99 (ca. 175 p.) 
imp. letter, but x&v, taùt (cf. f), i) infra); II? 1078.18 (ca. 220 p.) decree, alongside tà доуаїа 
in ib. 10; холд tà афта has been restored in the decree, I? 86.22 (420/19) (stoich.); other cases of 
та aùtá, П2 1214.25 (300—250) decree (deme); IP. 1368.91, 94 (ca. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regu- 
lations. 


d) Crasis of & + à- This was certainly a very rare crasis if it occurred at all. Thus іп the decree, 
II? 839.79 (221/0), avé6nxe is probably not йуёӨтхе but ávéOnxe with careless omission of б, 
cf. dvé8nxev for ду ávéOnxev in ib. 78 (ду дмевтреєм іп ib. 77). Perhaps алауубєї in another 
decree, II? 1011.77 (106/5), is also due to careless omission rather than for алаүүбіХеу the 
correct 8 длаүүбХев occurs ib. 67. It is more likely that the relative pronoun & was not used 
before ávé8nxev in the inv., II? 1534 A.21 and 26 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), rather than that 
áve- was intended; cf. ib. 33, perhaps 84. & d- is well attested in decrees, cf. I? 1.17 (403/2); 
11? 244.53 (337/6); П2 354.42 (328/7); П2 689.17 (272/1); 112 992.13 (post 196); ІІ? 1011.67 
(106/5), for anoyyédeu іп ib. 77, cf. supra; all state decrees; II? 1183.14, 15 (post 340) decree 
(deme); II? 1299.15 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); II? 1122.14 (150-200р.) fr. 
(from an imp. letter?); etc. 


e) та- from tá + é- Crasis occurs in távaviía in four decrees: 2 97.26 (375/4), 112 687.56 
(265/4) has tava, state decrees; II? 1237.113 (396/5) decree (phratry); I? 1183.13 (post 340) 
decree (deme), has tà àa ib. 26. xà évjavtia has been plausibly restored in II? 1196.B 22 (ca. 
335—330) decree (deme), has тӛ évvójua ib. В10-11; xà évéy[vga ib. A14—15. The crasis was 
characteristic of the particular expression tavavtia; tå- from tá + ё- is not otherwise found 
in decrees. The inventories also avoid it. The only examples аге: Ех тб Елі Өйтеоо тә Al[&xetov] 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 268, по. 6, line 14 (са. 414); els [т]ал[]тђбеца II? 1635.74 (post 374/3). 
But 14 £- was certainly normal in all types of text, cf. e.g. та Еу 1276.54 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.222); xà éynquoyéva. I? 39.49 (446/5); 12 56.20 (са. 4302); ІР 17.10 (394/3); та ёх 
Р 39.64 (446/5); П2 111.7 (363/2); та èyxtńpata II? 43.27 -28 (378/7) decrees; ta ёф” IE 
1363.9 (fin. s. IV a. aut init. s. Ша.) sacred calendar; tà ёрү- I? 347.41 (439/8), I? 348.75 (438/7), 
P 349.11, 25 (437/6), 12 350.48 (436/5); II? 1666.А 43 (356/5 —353/2); xà Еліхоауа II? 1678.4 
(ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49); ІІ? 1680.1 (fin. s. IVa.?); té ёх II? 1466.9 (са. 330); tà £unóAua II? 
1675.24 (са. 337/6), xà loya ib. 29—30; tà елі II? 1536.10 (са. 250); тд ¿vatta 12 349.21, 23 
(437/6) inventories; etc. 

The unusual crasis тўлитцца occurs іп a very fragmentary amphiktyonic law, Il? 1127.c7 
(ca. 350); but there are certainly non-Attic forms on the fr., which may be assumed to have been 
in Phocian. 


f) xd- from xaí + d- or é- On consideration of the enormous number of places in which хос 
precedes d- or €- without crasis, the rarity of ха- is striking. In public texts it is post-classical: 
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хӛхейӨеу 12 903.8 (176/5); ІІ? 1006.12 (122/1), камеї ib.30, but xai Ебивау, хаќ Еу etc. 
passim al. These texts are both state decrees. Perhaps хахеї- was a phrase which tended to fuse 
like tavavita, хата taùtá etc. This is certainly true of xdya8dc, attested only іп the expressions 
лоМА хауава and холос xáya8ó6c, e.g. лоАА@ кауава ІІ? 1275.11 (s. Ш/Па., cf. Sokolowski, 
Supplément p.210, no. 126; SEG 21.534) decree (thiasotai), has xoà бу ib. 7-8, 16; xoi адтоёс 
ib. 7, 8; хай гіс ib. 10; xai éyyóv- ib. 11-12; халос xdyaBóc II? 1072.9 (116/7p.) decree. But 
even in these and similar phrases failure to indicate crasis is found: xoA[A]à хай. dya]0& IE 
1183.12 (post 340) decree (deme), has távavtía ib. 13, but xà GMa. ib. 26; лола xai|[dya0]ó 
12 1196.B 20—21 (са. 335—330) decree (deme), probably has tà Еуаут(а (cf. e) supra); єйо {с 
xai dy|o[0]óc II? 1369.33 (ca. 200p.) law (eranistai). Cf. Attische Urkunden 3 (= SB Vienna 
1925) p.61, no. 18, line 3 (= SEG 3.226) decree: x&v (= хай + бу) (s. Пр.); also edicts, etc., 
cf.: хао, xüv (< хай + бу) 12 1100.46, 25 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict; xdpot Hesperia 10 (1941) 
p. 78, no.34, line 13 (s. Пр.), x&v (= xai + бу) Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E65 
(ca. 175p.) imp. letters. 6 хар- is not due to crasis in Hesperia, suppl. 12 (1967) pp. 163ff., 
lines 66, 149 (= П2 1999.10, 36) (init. s. Шр., cf. SEG 24.200) cat., but represents ó х(01) 
"Ар-, cf. dx Каолофбоос = ó xai Карлофбоос ib. 147. 


g) ñ- from fj or ph + é- The only convincing examples of fusion of -т| and é- are rare cases іп 
which й or ph occur in phrases joined closely to the following word: cf. whAattov ІІ? 1237.63 
(396/5) decree (phratry), has тӛуаут(о ib. 113; иййбхтоуос ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, line 55 (post 
403/2) sacred calendar, has tavté ib. 62; perhaps also éap ціх [x]oovo[(a]c (in Attic script) in 
the decree, 12 115.11 (409/8) (L.), unless due to casual omission; ftéga II? 1615.14, 87 (post 
358/7) inv., has fj ётёра ib. 93; II? 1498.76 (340—333) inv.; ий (= й Емі, cf. D. W. Prakken, 
AJP 61 [1940] pp.62—65) Robert, Etudes (1938) рр.296Н., line40 (= Siewert, рр.5-7) 
(paulo post 350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou А, pp.79 —87) oath (ephebes). The suggestion that 
hig xottevxóooa should be interpreted as hig xgité «ev|xóooa is plausible enough іп the 
sacred calendar from Paiania, Sokolowski, Supplément p.45, no.18, lines 29-30 (= SEG 
21.27) (ca. 445), but it is perhaps better to assume an accidental omission rather than any fusion 
холйухфоуаа; earlier editors had interpreted the letters as hüg хом(У)| хбоса, cf. AM 66 
(1941) p.171, no.1 (= SEG 10.28). For the normal -т ё-, cf. pè Елаттоу І? 76.6, 6-7 (435- 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222), has тафта ib. 14, 21, 35-6; fj Елі II? 1429.53 (са. 367/6) inv.; 
h Егеоо II? 1616.86 (post 358/7); 112 1615.93 (cf. supra); ІР 1542.24 (са. 350); ІР 1461.22 
(post 330/29) inventories; etc. 

Some scholars would write ýx, й'тбоа, в Хаттоу, etc. and call these examples aphaeresis 
or prodelision (cf. 33.02, p.426 supra). 

The spelling «uin 'oyvof in the inv., II? 1425.322 (368/7), is probably a careless omission; 
for examples of this type, cf. p. 426 supra. 


h) та- from tó + d- It is doubtful if this rare crasis is attested at all in public texts from Athens. 
The reading «owe xai lôia(ı) тауавду іп a decree of troops passed at Sunium, II? 1270.8 
(298/7), should probably be corrected to xovvet xai (dia, dyaðóv, although the stone is too 
worn for absolute certainty (L.) (cf. 22.012, p.359 supra). 


i) тадтб This crasis is apparently post-classical in public texts: cf. -- AI лаутахоб taùtó-- in 
II? 1105 B.b 14 (aet. Hadriani) imp. letter, where the interpretation is not entirely certain. But 
тоўтФ (= тбл avt) is certain in another imp. letter, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., 
line E39 (ca. 175 p.), although ta айт@ occurs ib. E54, E99 (has хбу, cf. f) supra). For тото іп 
priv. texts, cf. 34.022 infra. 
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і) 14- from тоб + d- This fusion, very rare, is found twice in one decree of dionysiasts of the 
second century B.C., cf. тӛубодс ТР 1326.19 (176/5), табеХфоф ib. 32. For the normal тої d- 
cf. e.g. IP 1376.20—1 (са. 400) inv.; 12 1631.357—8 (323/2) inv.; II? 563.14 (307-300) decree; 
12 834.11 (paulo post 229/8) decree; I? 2332.14, 51 (183/2) cat.; II? 1341.9 (са. 50) decree 
(synodos); etc. 

The reading тоүб\џатос̧ іп the inv., 12 372.75 (409/8), has been interpreted by Hiller as 
тдуудддатос (cf. IG Р, p.340), which is quite dubious; one would expect tayGApatos if any 
fusion were involved; probably тб «б>үбАнотос with casual omission of an A is the best inter- 
pretation; in the Attic script y has the form A, easily confused with A. 

k) toù- from тоб + ó- This crasis is only attested іп the phrase tovPoAod, which occurs in two 
fourth-century inventories: II? 1673.36 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p.112), has ta Әда ib. 27, xà 
аотђрота ib. 14; II? 1672.125 (329/8), has óxvóoXov ib. 206. 

m) toù- from 16 +ò- Rare in prose texts, cf.: тбль0бєу Өоіџатѓо Hesperia 9 (1940) p.309, 
no. 27, line 6 (ca. 430—425) inv.; тобуоца II? 1362.11, 16 (fin. s. IV a.) edict of a priest, Meiggs- 
Lewis р. 48, no.23, line 33 (= Hesperia 31 [1962] p.311) (inscribed s. Ша.) Themistocles decree. 
But usually тб 6-, e.g.: то буора ВВ 90.26 (422, cf. SEG 21.46) decree; ПІЗ 1237.19 (396/5) 
decree (phratry), has тбусутѓа ib. 113; tò доӨбу П2 1522.29 (post 336/5) inv.; tò ӧлтбуюу 
II? 1672.189 (329/8) іпу.; etc. 

For лооһфудтову, хообӨүүхүу, etc., cf. Morphology. 

n) Ф from w + ó- Occurs only in óxvóf[o]Aóv іп an inv., II? 1672.206 (329/8), has tovPoAod 
ib. 125. Some would call this prodelision, writing боті" ВОХбум (cf. p. 426 supra). 

о) tol from тоб + l- Occurs only in the phrase тбліовеу 6olpax(o in an inv., Hesperia 9 (1940) 
p. 309, no.27, line 6 (са. 430—425), presumably for то бліовеу той latio (cf. p.498 infra). 
For оф “уеотиу in II? 1672.129 (329/8) inv., cf. p.426 supra. 

The mvdevv for tiv 88 обу in line 15 of a decree of Thracian aliens, I? 1283 (263/2, cf. SEG 
24.155), is just careless omission, cf. opyyous ib. 18 (cf. p. 399 supra). 


34.022 Private texts 

Crasis is found in private texts of all periods. The following types of crasis are found 
only in private texts: tå- from tà + @-; об- from 6 + €-; хў- from хай + 1-; xel- from 
хай (= [ke]) + el (= Ш); Хо from хаб + б; тдубу from то + £uóv; та- from 16 + d- 
(but cf. 34.021h, p.431 supra); таотб before the Roman Period. 

Crasis is especially common in metrical texts. The Attic examples are: 


1dOcvaíat on several archaic dedications, cf. p. 427 supra for the examples; 
[]ӧлахАос̧ 12 1022 (= IGAA p. 144, no. 58) (ca. 540—530?) sep. mon.; 


хобі (for xai hvdt) IGAA p.127, no. 19 (= GVI 1, p.25, по.72, 12983, corrected) (ca. 525?) 
sep. mon.; 


хабедфёс, "Аодіботы IGAA p. 139, no. 48 (= SEG 10.4524) (ca. 540?) sep. mon.; 

xávéðexe 12 540 (= DAA p. 33, no. 31) (са. 500?) ded.; 

хаүа0б 12 995 (= ІСАА р. 147, no. 68) (ca. 500 aut paulo post) sep. шоп. 

naxévot IGAA р. 130, no. 26 (са. 500) sep. mon.; 

ФОо(5| о ха» 0єшоуос Р 1026а (= IGAA p.140, по.50) (ca. 550) sep. mon.; highly 
probable restoration; 
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табеуаіо, DAA p.239, no. 210 (= 125814 + I? 652 + I? 668) (init. s. Уа.) ded.; 

hdgeoio 12 658 (= DAA p.344, no. 322) (paulo ante 480) ded.; 

тбутооу 12 788 (са. 450—400, cf. LSAG p.323, по.17) ded., carved on rock in cave at Vari, in 
Doric dialect; 

ФӨциғуйхо II? 10650.3 (са. 410) sep. mon.; some would call this prodelision, cf. 33.02, p.426 
supra; 

тбуора II? 11912 (ca. 400) sep. mon.; О = ov; 

тӧрбу 112 7965 (ante 350) sep. mon.; O = ov; 

табт évouCov II? 5673 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 

лоойлермє II? 6626 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

лообетхеу, таотб (in prose texts only in Roman times, cf. 34.0211, p. 431 supra) II? 6320 (post 
350) sep. mon.; 


tape IP 8388.5 (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 

х (xai б) 02 3474.6 (са. 150) ded.; 

тобуона II? 10113.3—4 (s. IV a.) sep. шоп. 

1otivoua ІІ? 9204 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

ойх (6 + ёх) І 10162 (s. Ip.) sep. топ. (L.); 

лообуоуто II? 3963 (post 128/9p.) ded.; 

лообҳоута II? 3743 (post 158/9p.) ded.; 

тобуехо. Annuario n.s. 21/22 (1959/60) p.421 (= SEG 22.156) (ca. 176p.) ded. (L.); 
хдодоутос II? 3618.9— 10 (ca. 150 p.) ded.; 

хаүф II? 13169/71 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

лоодубтоє II? 13172 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

тобуєха II? 11674.15 (aet. Rom.) sep. шоп. 

totvop’ 02 13148.4 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

1ávóoí II? 11267.9— 10 (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; 

тобуора II? 10116.12 (s. II/IIIp.) sep. mon.; 

хеіхоотф, x&v (= хаб + бу, particle with optative) II? 10073.9, 16 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; 
xovyi II? 13150.7 (s. ШШр.) sep. mon.; 

тобуор” Ёҳоу II? 3015.5 (210—220 p.) ded.; 

хаүф (not xavyó as in IG ІР) IP 3014.3— 4 (з. Шр.) ded. (L.); 

харо II? 12701.12— 13 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; 

хойуєка II? 3669.18 (ca. 269/70 p.) ded.; 

тобуехо II? 4223 (327-395 p.) ded. 

Cf. also in texts with metrical faults, харо II? 7863.6 (paulo ante 317/6) sep. mon.; хўуӨпоса 
(хай + ўуӨпса) II? 10699 a (in add.).8 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 


Note also «dxoísoé це, халбеас, dipinti іп metrical signatures on two vases of Exekias, cf. 
ABV p. 145, no. 13; p. 143, по. 1; тботоахоу (= то ботоохоу), in verse incised on an ostracon of 
the 480s, cf. AJA 51 (1947) pp. 257 ff. (cf. AJA 53 [1949] pp. 266—268). 
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The failure to indicate crasis in writing when demanded by the metre is very rare: 
бубу ebhoyiags xai éxaívov GEvós elu IT? 8593.6 —7 (ante 350) sep. mon.; 
“Абомсуоб xai оёх Өудешс лд II? 5185.2 (128/9 p.) ded.; 
yévoug те Exati xai аретїс бот) vé II? 4006.3 (ca. 230 p.) ded. 


Probably also in the ded., DAA p.29, no.25 (= 12578, corrected) (са. 490), [x]& 
*AO[e]vatar has been written for vá8evaíat, as the line makes a good hexameter with 
crasis (cf. p. 427 supra). 

After the Archaic Period (for these examples see 34.01, pp.427— 428 supra) crasis 
is less frequent in private texts which are not in verse: cf. e.g. тдүаХра II? 3096.5 
(ante 350) ded.; xdxetvor IP 3977.6 (ca. 150p.) ded.; x&v (= хай + бу) II? 3592.26 
(165/6—168/9 p.) ded. (L.). 

For там, харої, хбу in imperial letters, cf. 34.0214, f, pp.429, 431 supra. Cf. also 
00103 for tõ vió in the text of an epistle incised оп a lead tablet dating probably to 
the early part of the fourth century. B.C., cf. SIG? no.1259.b4 (= IG Ш.3, p. ii 
[Praefatio]). 

Lit.: cf. 34.00 supra; Allen pp. 124—126; CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 174—175. 


b) CONSONANTS 


35.00-42.00 Simple Consonants 
35.00 Confusion of voiced and voiceless stops 
35.01 Confusion of x and B 


a) The group ux passed from [mp] to [mb] eventually in all Greek dialects, cf. 
Schwyzer, GG 1, p.210. But in Attic inscriptions testimony for this change is con- 
fined to spellings of two foreign names. 

The change from -yx- to -uf- in 'Ayfoaxía was probably an Illyrian development, 
cf. Schwyzer, Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften p. 127, note 1, and -yB- in this word 
would thus prove nothing about Attic -ил-. Only the spelling with beta occurs in 
Attic texts later than 300 B.C. 

“Анлоохі-: II? 1607.64 (373/2) inv. (L.); II? 403.9 (350—320) decree (L.). 
"AuBoaxt-: II? 236.b 6 (338/7) decree (L.); II? 3083.9 (271/0) ded.; ІІ? 4931.2 (init. s. Па.) ded.; 
II? 951.2—3 (post 168/7) decree: |Воахибутом (L.); ІР 8048 (date?) sep. mon. 

There is mention in Stephanus of Byzantium and Eustathius of ”Арлоохы, cf. C. Bursian, 
Geographie von Griechenland 1 (Leipzig, 1862) p.35, note 2. One finds considerable variation 
between "Apfig- and 'Auxo- іп codd. of literary authors, even of writers of the Roman Period: 
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MSS of Plutarch, etc. have both spellings, cf. Pape- Benseler "Арфоахіа, 'Auxoaxía s.vv.; the 
papyrus (late s. Ip., cf. Turner, GMAW р. 102) of Aristotle's Athenaion Politeia has ”Арло- 
(17.4.4 of Kenyon's OCT edition), but confusion of voiced and voiceless stops is common in 
papyri, cf. Mayser -Schmoll р. 143 and note 1; Gignac pp. 83—86. "Арфо- is the reading of codd. 
.for Politics 5.1303 a.23, 1304 a.31, 1311 a.40. 

The spelling "АУВАєйлос for the Roman Ampliatus in a sep. mon., II? 6937 (s. Пр.) 
(L.), may not indicate anything about the normal Attic pronunciation of -л-‚ since 
-ШВ- occurs in a non-Greek word here. 'Auxouátoc is also found, e.g. II? 2132.33 (са. 
192/3p.) eph. cat. 

Znvyufotavóc is normal in Attic texts: e.g. passim іп I? 116 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p.267, no.87) decree; LeAvpPevavoi passim in tribute documents, cf. 
e.g. Hesperia 41 (1972) p.410 (= new fr. of ATL2, no.1 = P 191) (454/3), P 
198.58 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.57) (447/6), Р 200.21 (= ATL 2, по. 10, col. 1.26) 
(445/4), 12 202.9 (= ATL 2, no.12, со]. 2.9) (443/2), 12 210.12 (= ATL 2, по.20, 
col. 5.12) (435/4); etc.; II? 43.B29 (378/7) decree; Hesperia 23 (1954) p.274, no. 125 
(s. ПЛа.), II? 10261 (= LSAG p.371, no.39) (fin. s. Va.?) where p is not omitted (L.), 
sep. monuments; etc.; іп I? 1034, ХалоВоѓау preserves the vowel normal in the town 
itself, cf. 6.04212. A single sep. mon. has EaAvzQuavóc, cf. ІР 10261 а (in text) (ca. 
350—300). ZaXvyuBotavóg is the only spelling found on texts from the district itself, 
although both the examples are late, сі. SGDI 3.1, p.37, по.3069; RA 18 (1911) 
p.444. 

Only -В-, never -л-, is attested in the ethnic of Mesembria: Меотурокоудс, II? 9338 
(ca. 350) sep. mon.; MeonuBoravóc, II? 9339 (s. II/a.) sep. mon. 

Isolated is the reading EózovA( (nc) (= ЕОолд-), in a decree of sarapiastai dated 215/4, cf. 
II? 1292.31 (cf. Vidman p. 4, no. 2 for the date). 

The Мол read earlier on the hydria of the Meidias painter, ARV? p. 1313, no. 5 (cf. Kretsch- 
mer, Vaseninschriften p. 145), must be corrected to *Аруцблту, cf. HRF 2, р. 180; CVA, England 
8, plate 91.1a—d. 

b) The Attic tribute documents waver between МуүхиВеруобо: and Мтхолеруото:. 
Here the spelling with beta was normal; -Begv- probably = -фєоу- with В for ф 
characteristic of Macedonian, Thracian, Шугіап, etc. The variation between voiced 
and voiceless stops is similar to that seen in other words apparently non-Greek, cf. 
т/б іп 35.03c and Кботус/Гботус іп 35.02b, although in this case the paucity of 
documents from Mekyberna makes it impossible to know whether the variation 
between -л- and -B- was current in that town or is due to a difficulty, found else- 
where in the tribute lists, in transcribing a sound slightly different from any in Attic. 
Mexunegvaiot: 12 191.10 (= ATL2, no.1, col.5.10) (454/3); P 195.27 (= ATL2, по.5, 
со1.3.15) (450/49); P 200.3 (= ATL 2, no.10, col.3.3) (445/4); 12201.44 (= ATL 2, по.11, 
col. 3.33) (444/3); I? 203.13 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1). 

Mexvsovaio: 13 197.9 (= АТІ.2, no.2, col.9.5) (453/2); В 199.23 (= АТІ.2, no.9, col. 
2.23) (446/5); P. 64.113 (= ATL 2, no. A 10, col. 5.23) (422/1). 


c) The Attic decree, II? 212 (= Tod, СНІ2, p.193, по.167) (347/6), agrees with 
five inscriptions from Panticapaeum (Kertch) and near Phanagoria (cf. Tod, GHI, 
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p.206) and coins in the spelling IIatpgvoáóng for the ruler in the Bosporus (ruled ca. 
347—309 B.C.), although Dinarchus 1.43 calls this man Bnotoóóns (Buigioáóng 
codd., t for т is an itacistic error), a simple confusion with the Thracian prince Br- 
оһо6ӛңс, king of the Odrysians; cf. Brovoáóng in II? 126.5, 8, 14 (357/6, cf. Tod, 
СНІ 2, p. 151, no. 151). 

For the Bosporan prince the codd. of [Demosthenes] 34.8 and 34.36 vary between 
Поарғобётс and Ilagvoóónc; the latter spelling occurs also in Diodorus 20.24; 
Пао1о48ңс in Strabo 7.310. 

d) In two cases an unusual passing of л to В occurs in the Roman Period. There 
are possibly as many as four Attic instances of В for л in the names "Елафойс, 
"Enagpedditos, etc.: "Е|Вафобфбос Hesperia 32 (1963) p.56, no.110 (s. Пр.) sep. 
mon.; "Евафойс (“Елаүйфоу, '"EnayoO in this same text) 129552 (= Peek, 
АС 1, p.23, no.78) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; "ЕВафойутос II? 12983 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
Peek, AG 2, p.39, no.147 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon.: 'Eflagg«oé»(vov (based оп 
"ЕВафоалоу, known only from a copy of Pittakes). The spellings with -л- are normal 
and far more frequent, e.g. "Елафойс: II? 2024.103 (112/3p.) eph. cat.; II? 11271, 
12 11273 (both s. ІЛІр.), 129551 (s. Пр.), I 11273a(in text) (aet. Rom.) sep. 
monuments; IP 2199.156 (ca. 200p.), II? 2245.83 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. catalogs; 
etc.; “Елафоббілос: ІІ? 2024.49 (112/3p.) eph. cat.; H? 11277 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 
Il? 2067.75 (154/5p.), 2 2097.274 (169/70р.) eph. catalogs; ІІ? 11275, ІІ? 11276 
(both s. Пр.) sep. monuments; 112 2199.16, 76, 110, 158 (ca. 200p.), II? 2245.24 
(262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. catalogs; II? 4818 (s. І/ШІр.) ded.; 129554, 12 12040/1 
(both aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 

For the demotic Холөдүглос the spelling ХоВаћўттос begins to occur in the latter 
part of the first century A.D.: II? 1990.13 (61/2p.) (L.), II? 1996.64 (84/5 -92/3 р.) 
(L.) eph. catalogs; II? 10408 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.: ZvuPadytiov (L.); II? 7494 (s. ІЛІр.) 
sep. mon.; II? 2019.27 (ca. 110p.), II? 2020.35 (ca. 110p. aut paulo post) (L.) eph. 
catalogs; II? 7498 (ante 150p.) sep. mon.: €EuBaAntiwv (L.); II? 2067.139 (154/5 p.) 
eph. cat.; II? 7487 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. The original spelling УулаЛүттаос also 
occurs in Roman times, but considerably less frequently; probably no example is 
later than 100 A.D.: II? 7490, 127491, IP 7495, all sep. monuments dated s. Ip.; 
112 7488 (= IG Ш, no.2024) and 112 3465 (= IG Ш, no.934) are of the Hellenistic 
Period. 

Before the first century A.D. only ХулаХйттаос occurs. The УолтоХау of IP 1590 а (in 
add.).3 (= AM 48 [1923] p. 1, no. 1) is for Puttadiav. 

The interpretation ГЕлиубут, &Evfe[vaióvov] (based оп Pococke's copy: -ZIITONHEEYBE) 
for the sep. mon., II? 7588 (aet. Rom.), was wisely discounted by G. A. Stamires, cf. Hesperia 26 
(1957) p.270; the demotic immediately after the name of a woman would be peculiar, and the 
explanation ['E]myóvn ét(@v)<wB (based on Fourmont's ШГОМНЕТҮВВ) is in all respects 
superior. 


In these cases, the tense stop [p] was relaxed to a lax one [p], probably then further 
relaxed to [b], perhaps under the influence of the following consonants, either the 
aspirate Ф, or A. The names "ЕВафоёс, "ЕВа‹фобётос are also attested outside Attica, 
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as well as the spellings “ЕВафо(оу, "ЕВіхтттос, éBeoxetiacev, Ер(охолос, and 'Efn- 
харлїа. Note also Plutarch’s mention (Quaestiones graecae 2.292) of Bixeds and 
Ватєїу as variants for ліхобс and латеїм at Delphi. These examples and others are 
discussed by Wilhelm (cf. Lit. infra). 


Lit: MS? p.77, notes 659—662; p.84, note 718; Wilhelm, Beitráge pp.27—28; Mayser- 
Schmoll р. 145; Gignac pp. 83—86. 


35.02 Confusion of x and y. 
For xv versus үу, cf. 46.031; for аүоблоћс, cf. 46.011; for Піхоєс ~ (П)Сүоес, cf. 46.0111. 


a) Assimilation of у to х іп two sep. monuments: МєхахХА ос II? 8491 (fin. s. Va./ 
init. з. IV a.) (L.); Mexagtxy ІВ 9318 (s. Ша.). 

For the Мехах) йо on a rf. vase cited by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.144, cf. Beazley's 
note, ARV? p.863, Pistoxenos painter по. 31: “Тһе inscription Mexaxàijc ёлоѓєоєу is modern, 
whether over an ancient inscription or not: Mrs. Callipolitis-Feytmans was not allowed to clean 
the vase." Beazley also had doubts about КХабхоу on another rf. vase cited by Kretschmer 
(loc. cit. p. 234), cf. ARV? р. 1582, no. 28. 


х for y is perhaps due to assimilation to a following voiceless stop in охото on 
a sep. mon., II? 6331 (s. IIIa.) (L.). 


b) In the dedication, 12 488 (post 550), read: Go]àixc Kogtuvio (L.), with the 
ethnic used as a man's name. Here the Arcadian Gortys has usually been thought of 
because x is attested as the initial consonant in ancient times: thus K appears on coins 
of Arcadian Gortys, cf. HN? p.418 (coin of 194 B. C.); K- occurs іп IG У.2, no. 441, 
lines B6—7 (s. Па.); cf. also Hesychius, s.v. Коотфуюос (2, p.514, ed. Latte): Коо- 
чомої: of ?Аох@дЕс: ў yao Кботос тідс Аохадіас. 

There is also interchange of К and Г in Cretan inscriptions, but usually involving xÀ and үй 
(cf. Kadmos 9 [1970] p. 136), and there is apparently no ancient authority for Кботуу = Cretan 
Gortyn; the reference in RE s.v. Gortyn, col. 1665 is to the Hesychius gloss just cited, which 
refers to Arcadian Gortys. 

Raubitschek's attempt to read Ge]ag(c in place of Go]àuys goes willfully against what appears 
on the stone (cf. DAA p. 82, no. 77). 


The spelling l'ooróviog (which town is meant is uncertain) occurs on later sep. 
monuments, e.g. ІІ? 8464 (fin. s. Va.), 128465 (s. Ip.), 112 8463 (aet. Rom.). 

Another instance of K for y involving a foreign word is the signature Вобхос on 
a handle of a rf. vase belonging to the circle of the Brygos painter, ARV? p.398, по. 12 
(Acrop. 294fr., Brygos, potter). Although the normal Greek form was Bobyoc, also 
normal on vases of the Brygos painter (cf. 39.00, p.471 infra) Вобхос is ап 
occasional variant in codd. of literary authors, and probably existed from the be- 
ginning. Vases of the Brygos painter himself occasionally show a use of II for % sug- 
gesting non-Greek affinities (cf. 38.012b, p.453 infra; Cambitoglu, ТРе Brygos 
Painter pp. 10—11). 
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The tribute texts always have x in the ethnic of the Rhodian town Bouuvóágtoc, 
but two inscriptions from Rhodes of considerably later date have ү in this ethnic, cf. 
ІС ХП.1, no.730 (106—78); IG ХП.1, no. 166 (precise date unknown, but certainly 
post 300). It is reasonable to suppose that the Attic documents are accurate for their 
time, and that the change х->ү had not yet occurred in the fifth century В.С. Athe- 
naeus 14.6524, quoting Lynkeus of Samos, gives Воюүгудаоббас, but the papyrus 
(s. ІЛІр., cf. Turner, GMAW p.72, no.39) of the third-century B.C. writer Herondas 
has Bovxívónoa (cf. 2.57). 

с) К may occasionally be used as an abbreviation for Голос, like the Latin C (cf. 
Avi-Yonah, Abbreviations p.73), but the K interpreted by B. D. Meritt as К(бцос) іп 
Hesperia 33 (1964) p.223, no.69, line 2 (ca. 200p.) pryt. cat., stands for К(оѓутос), 
cf. К = K(vivtoc) in Hesperia 33, p.224, по.70 (fin. s. Пр.) cat. 

d) For HEATOP, certain on a vase of Exekias, ABV p.145, по.19 (L.), cf. xab£Oexev in 
35.03b infra. 


Lit.: MS? pp.74—75, notes 647—649; Mayser -Schmoll pp. 143- 144; Gignac pp. 77 —80. 


35.03 Confusion of 1 and 6 
For 'Axoayóctevov /”Абоадфттеоу, cf. 46.0112; for Потуа, cf. 46.032. 


a) Confusion of 1 and 6 in Attic words is extremely rare. Perhaps due to assimilation 
аге: Tutágsoc for Tuvdagews on а rf. cup signed by Hieron, ARV? p.459, Makron 
no.4 (— CVA, Germany 21, Text pp.33—34, no. F2291); on the same vase occurs 
“Афоотіде (graphic error or metathesis of т and 5?); Ми\тито on an ostracon of 
461 B.C., Kerameikos 3, p. 60, no.55; тота for ббто in a decree (mesogeioi) of ca. 
250 B.C., cf. П2 1247.28 (L.), unless a graphic error (cf. ZIXE for EIZE in line 9; 
TON for TOX in line 29). 

b) In the хабедемеу of an archaic dedication from Eleusis, 1? 817 (са. 5502), may 
perhaps be seen the same relaxing of [t] to [t] (lax t), then to [d] as in f for x in 
'EPaqoóc, Ховадіттьос (cf. 35.01d). More contemporary with the latter is xa- 
бахбоуіоіс for хатаувоміоїс on a defixio, Agora inv. no.1L493, Іпев7-8 (= 
Hesperia 6 [1937] p.389, no.3, which needs correction; the new reading is that of 
D. Jordan) (found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, but orthography and writing look 
like s. Шр.). 

The development of the spelling хоабеотйс probably belongs with cases of a stop 
being softened from tense to lax to voiced; xgatevtijs is attested earlier, as would be 
expected in view of the probable etymological conneetion with хобтос, cf. Chantraine, 
DEG 2, p.578. хоатєотўс occurs іп 12 371.13 (421/0—416/5) (L.); ІІ? 1424a(in 
add.).384 (369/8) (L.); хоабеотйс occurs іп IP 1541.20 (356/5) (L.); both forms in 
II? 1425 (368/7), коахеютаї in line 388, хоабемтаї ib. 415 (L., from a squeeze only 
for 388). 

с) Attic inscriptions always have т in Zx&gtoxoc, in agreement with coins from the 
Bosporus, cf. HN? p.503. Cf. 12 212.1, etc. (347/6) decree; 112 653.10, etc. (285/4) 
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decree (L.); IP 7972 (s. Ша.) sep. топ. The codd. of Diodorus (12.31, 36; 14.93; 
16.31, 52; 20.100.7) have Zzágtaxog (for the о of Елботохос, cf. 6.03c, p.130 
supra). Also in agreement with the coins (cf. HN? p.237) is А?боћёоу in two decrees 
of 285/4, II? 654.12, 37; IP 655.8, 10; A$60Xéov also in codd. to Diodorus 20.19.1, 
but the Hellenized АдтоХ юу in Polyaenus 4.12. But the delta in "Арабокос, Мйбо- 
хос is in agreement with codd. of literary writers against the t of the coins of the king 
of the Thracian Odrysians (Аратохо, cf. САН 8, p.556); "Арабохос in the decree 
of 357/6, П2126.14 (= Tod, GHI2, p.151, no.151); for this spelling, cf. De- 
mosthenes 23.8, 10, 170; Aristotle, Politics 5.1312а.14. In the decree, 112 22 (ca. 
378/7, cf. SEG 24.79), the readings MHAO (line a2) and AOKQI (line a4) could be 
either 'Aufjboxoc, cf. e.g. Xenophon, Hellenika 4.8.26, or Мйбохос, cf. Xenophon, 
Anabasis 7.2.32, 3.16, 7.11. The [M]n8óxov of the sep. mon., 112 11019 (s. IV/IIIa.), 
could be either Мйбохос as in Diodorus 13.105; 14.94, Mnõóxng, or possibly even 
“Анйбохос. 

If the conjecture Z]tóaAx[ is correct in II? 22,27 it would be an additional example of 6 іп 
these Thracian names; codd. of literary writers always have т, e.g. Herodotus 4.80.2; 7.137.3; 
Thucydides 2.29, etc.; Aristophanes, Acharnians 134, 141; etc. The name У4бохос, cf. Thucy- 
dides 2.29.5, 67.2, is not found in Attic inscriptions. Boeckh's change of the Zxagáóoxogc of the 
codd. of Thucydides 2.101 and 4.101 to Улбрбохос may be unjustified without further at- 
testation for the name of this Odrysian prince. An Athenian citizen named Улартохбоу appears 
in a decree of 106/5, II? 1011, col. 2.102 (L.). 

A case of t for Latin d occurs in Kavéitov Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 29, no. 37, line 12 (ca. 170— 
190p.) cat.; although Каубібос was normal in Greek, Kávóvtog occurs rarely, e.g. at Megara in 
the second century A. D., cf. Eckinger p.98. 

d) The Attic spelling балас (cf. Pollux 10.38; Hesperia 25 [1956] p.246) occurs 
in an inv., Hesperia 47 (1978) p.196, line 8 (post 328/7); a late fifth-century inventory 
preserves only -]лес̧, cf. Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 240, no. 1, lines 164—175 (са. 414), for 
арфитблес. 

Lit.: MS? p.79, notes 673—678; Wilhelm, Beiträge рр.27-28; Mayser- Schmoll pp. 146—147; 
Gignac pp. 80—83. 


35.04 Other interchanges of voiced and voiceless stops 


Except in certain clusters, the confusion of voiced and voiceless stops of different 
series is not found; cf. Гоюудеаёс-Вофухес, Піхоєс-- (M)iyees~ Пітоєс (cf. 
46.0111), Мдлфоююс--МӘхфошос (cf. 46.0125). Probably a copying mistake: 
Sexcyer for Sexater, cf. Hesperia 38 (1969) p.425, no.2, line 41 (220/19) decree; 
cf. xegéa for ісоға ib. 49. For ду > үү їп “Ао14буу, etc., cf. 46.034. 

There is a peculiar variation between spellings with and without initial x in the tribute lists: 
“Тотаоос іп I? 64.106 (= ATL 2, по. А 10, col. 5.16) (422/1), Піотасос in 1? 211.27 (= ATL 2, 
no.21) (434/2); “Түоес in Hesperia 43 (1974) p.314, no. 1, line 7 (453/2), but Il- elsewhere 
(examples in 46.0111 infra). The variation is caused by some kind of difficulty in transliterating 
aforeign name. 
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For убуорси, cf. 46.033 b, pp. 562 ff. infra. 


36.01 Omission of intervocalic ү 


36.011 óX(og < Муос, ФиоХедс — Фгүоледс 


Intervocalic у is omitted after v before ап a- or o-vowel in ОХСүос and derivatives 
and in @uyadevc; the first examples appear in the later fourth century B.C., and the 
last in the second century B.C. 


а) ÓMvOG, etc.: 
1) бМон I? 11375.2 (350—300) sep. mon. (1.); 
2) ddvagytar II? 448.61 (318/7) decree (L.); | 
3) óMov IP? 1325.22 (185/4) decree (dionysiastai); 
4) да 12949.11 (165/4) decree (L.); 
5) фа IP? 1227.8 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 
6) "Омахд үс IG Ш.З, no. 37.1 (date?) defixio. 


There are two contemporary examples from Imbros: óA(ov IG ХП.8, no. 52, line 8 (= BCH7 
[1883] p. 166) (s. Па.); о\мфоопоє[у IG ХП.8, no.53, line 5 (= ВСН7, p.162) (s. Па.); ID 3, 
no. 1504, line 7 (= BCH 13 [1889] pp. 413—415) reads ОХүоү. 


The spelling дХСүос is also found in three texts of the Hellenistic Period: II? 834.4, 7 
(paulo post 229) decree; ІІ? 1304.36 (post 211/0) decree (troops); ІІ? 968.37, 45 
(143/2) decree; ОМүос is the only spelling found in the Roman Period: II? 1343.27 
(са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai); II? 1078.24 (ca. 220p.) decree; ІІ? 11952.12 (s. Vp.) 
sep. mon. 


A fragment of Plato comicus (168 Kock) mentioning a man who said óX£ov for dAtyov and 
Sytwpnv for биттфрлу says of him об ўттіхібеу, which shows that óMoc was not normal Attic 
in the late fifth or early fourth century B.C., especially as Herodian, the source of the Plato 
fragment (= Gramm. gr. 3.2.2, p.925), says the poet characterized the omission of the y as 
ВеоВоооу. Herodian cites óM(og as Tarantine, but mentions only a literary source, the late 
fourth-century writer Rhintho. 

It is normally assumed that óAoc, etc. indicate spirantization of у [g] to [ү]; but the omission 
of y rather points to further development to [j] (presumably via [y]), possibly with deletion of 
[j]. In this direction also point very rare cases of y to indicate a glide between | and є as in 
Чуєошу for Тёроу (cf. 36.013 infra). But the development to [j] goes beyond the development 
seen in MG in this word, where [ү], not [j], is normal. Hatzidakes (cf. Lit. infra) sought to explain 
ОМос as formed on the basis of analogy from petov, лАєїом, but as єм/. V did not pass to [i] as 
early as it did in other environments (cf. 9.031), this seems unlikely. The analogical influence of 
numerous adjectives in -іос such as wAnotos, аутіос (cited by Herodian loc. cit.) might be 
possible. The best explanation seems the assumption of a passing of у to [j} in МОС in some 
segments of the population, but which did not become general and eventually disappeared (cf. 
Пераєбйс, etc. in 15.0127). In Greek papyri of the Ptolemaic Period ӨМос, etc. are very frequent, 
but not nearly as common as the original spellings with ү. In these texts too there are frequent 
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cases like бохгүгоедс, Түерд, (cf. Mayser-Schmoll p. 142; 36.013 infra); here the influence of 
Egyptian has been ruled out by S.G. Kapsomenos, Museum Helveticum 10 (1953) p.254. But 
by the Roman Period the papyri have Myos (once óA(xoc), and the Lyegets spellings are nearly 
extinct, cf. Gignac, pp. 71, 72 (and note 3), 79, 136. 


Lit.: After 36.013 infra. 


b) Фиадейс: А decree of 265/4 has two cases of ФуаХеОс: Фіаї бом) II? 687.25; 
ФиоХефоіу ib. 39 (L.). This spelling is current in local inscriptions by the Hellenistic 
Period, cf. IG V.2, по.419; lines 6, 11, 15, 19, etc.; IG V.2, no.420, line 19 (s. IIa.); 
and occurs sometimes in codd. of literary writers of the later Hellenistic and Roman 
Periods, cf. Pape- Benseler s. v. PuyaAia. Although Hatzidakes (cf. Lit. infra) suggested 
the analogy of фий, it is far more likely that the omission of у is evidence of spi- 
rantization followed by intervocalic yod deletion, і.е. [g] [ү] [y] [j]; such a 
development may have been originally local, and the Attic texts merely reflect a 
spelling current in Arcadia. The word does not otherwise occur in Attic inscriptions. 


36.012 Other cases 


In MG y has passed to [j] before [i] and [e], but in Attic inscriptions examples of у 
omitted before є, 1, ог € are virtually unknown. The reading "Елабупу (for "Enuyévyv) 
in a ded., probably of Roman date, rests only on the authority of Fourmont, cf. II? 
4013.10. In II? 4491.3 (s. Ip.) ded. the correct reading is “Үү ош, not Yetar (= IG 
IH, add. no. 181g) (L.). 

The name of the town Тобумос is spelled Тобідос іп one of the fifth-century 
tribute documents, 1264.115 (= ATL2, no. А10, со1.5.25) (422/1), but TPAI, 
TPAIAION are also normal on fifth-century B.C. coins from this town, cf. HN? 
p.217. 

The use of P for у in the spelling х|атғаобте(с (= хотғаүдтес) іп the decree, 
12 120.42 (= IG II, no. 61.35), is a copying error of the stone-cutter. 


36.013 'Iyégov for Тёооу 


The opposite of the spellings ОМос, dbvaAeUg can be seen іп the use of у to indicate 
a spirant glide between 1 and a following vowel, found in papyri of the Hellenistic 
Period and rarely thereafter (cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.142; Gignac p.72, no.4, and 
note 3). The only Attic examples are four occurrences of the name ‘Iyegwv- on three 
lead pinakia used to identify horses of the hippeis dating from the third century В.С., 
cf. AM 85 (1970) p.217, nos.234(bis), 235, and 236. The same name is spelled 
Чеооу- on other tablets of the same group, cf. AM 85, p. 217, nos. 244—247; Hesperia 
46 (1977) p. 112, no. 30; p. 118, no. 43. 
Lit.: MS? p.75, note 650; Lademann p.56; Sturtevant p.87; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.209; Hatzi- 
dakes, GGA 1899, p.514; Mayser-Schmoll pp. 141ff.; Lejeune, Phonétique p.56 (= Traité? 
p. 47); Gignac pp.71-75. 
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37.00 Graphemes for Latin consonantal u, Latin qu 


37.01 Latin consonantal u 


There are several types of Latin consonantal u to be considered here: 

1) In initial position before vowels, e.g., before front vowels as in Ventidius, 
Visellius, etc.; before back vowels as in Valerius, Volusius, etc. 

2) Intervocalic position, e.g. Novius, Flavius, etc. 

3) Internally after І ог г, e.g. Helvidius, Salvius, Calvisius, Nerva, etc. 

In all three of these situations when the various lexical items are first attested the 
Greek graphemes are normally O, Y, or OY, as in 4Aó(o)uvoc, Ovevtidios, Ka- 
Àovíavoc, О(д)аХЕоюос, МЕоома, etc. The grapheme B becomes common іп the second 
century A.D., although it is occasionally found even in early Roman times (cf. Be- 
уботос, p.443; Л(е) а, p.445; Natfioc, ФОХос, p.446; Хёофюс, p.447). Even 
after 150 A.D. B is never universal. The pronunciation of the Latin consonant 
changed from [w] to a fricative, either bilabial [B] or labiodental [v], cf. Sturtevant 
pp. 142—143. That the retention of OY as a grapheme in Greek was in some cases 
purely orthographic conservatism seems possible, for there are instances of the same 
person's name spelled both with OY and with B (cf. ObtfovX- and В.Вохлл- infra); 
and yet the variation could be due to the copyist, who might have employed a di- 
vergent pronunciation from that of the individual who bore the name. The OY 
spellings still occur in the third century A.D., and at least when personal names are 
concerned, it would not be justifiable to assume no retention of a [w] pronunciation 
at all, even if there were not supporting evidence for it in Latin literary sources as 
late as the fifth century A.D. (cf. Sturtevant, loc. cit.). ! 

The increased frequency in the use of B for Latin и has been thought by some to be 
évidence for a change in the Greek pronunciation of B from a labial stop [b] to a 
fricative (as in MG where В = [v]), but such a view is not entirely convincing. The 
increase could only reflect the greater frequency of [v] for original [w] in Latin. As 
there is no evidence for a [b] pronunciation of consonantal u in Latin, the choice as 
grapheme for it of Greek B, whether pronounced as a voiced labial stop [b] or as a 
fricative, can only have occurred after the change from [w] to [8] or [v] in Latin. For a 
sound [B] or [v] there was no satisfactory grapheme in Greek except B, for Ф was 
used for Latin f (= |Ң), and there is very little evidence of confusion of voiced and 
voiceless sounds in Greek. Neither letter was a wholly satisfactory grapheme, but 
merely represented the choice of the letter whose sound lay closest to the Latin 
fricative: Ф = [p’] for Latin F= [f] and В = [b] for Latin u= [v]. Of course it is 
perfectly possible that some Greeks pronounced Latin sounds correctly and that 
Фоботос, Вйрос, etc. were sounded [fa"-s?s] and [ve-r?s], but that does not neces- 
sarily entail a fricative pronunciation of the two graphemes in native Greek words (cf. 
38.03 infra). 

It can be seen that OY = Latin consonantal и functions as a consonant in Greek verse; for 
examples, cf. Eckinger p. 91; Dittenberger (cf. Lit. infra), p. 302. For that reason, the accentuation 
(favored Бу Eckinger) which treats OY, Y as a consonant, e.g. Xóowoc, Фобдолнос, etc., is 
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preferable to that followed by Kirchner in IG ЇГ, e.g. Xaovoc, etc., and is adopted here. On 
the contrary side might be mentioned the allowance of syllabic division after initial OY before 
vowels, cf. [Ov]|BoviMav in Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.193, по.121, lines 17-18 (= ІР 
1074.17—18) (ca. 120 p.) decree, a text without other exceptions to the rules of syllabic division. 
There is some evidence that the same possibility of treating u in e.g. silua as consonant or vowel, 
і.е. sil-ya or 5ії-й-а, existed for Greek УОоллос, etc., cf. Eckinger loc. cit.; for OY as short when 
for Latin u, cf. 11.043 a, p. 222 supra. 

The use of V for the Latin consonant and U for the vowel in this section is purely conventional; 
there is no difference in the graphemes in Latin inscriptions of the period covered in this 
grammar. 

Lit.: Eckinger pp. 82—94; Gignac pp. 68—69, and note 3 (p.68); Dittenberger, Hermes 6 (1872) 
pp. 298—309. 


37.011 Latin consonantal u in initial position. Before front and back vowels OY 
is the normal grapheme before the middle of the second century A.D. 

Thus: Ovétega II? 4145 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) ded.; ОФ жос Hesperia 33 (1964) 
p.215, no.59, line 7 (ca. 40-30) pryt. саг: Ovigowv 12 3532.3 (ante 50р.) ded.; 
Ov биес II? 4161 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; Obévwoc Hesperia 11 (1942) p.347, no.5 (ca. 
50-са. 50р.) ded.; Oveonacvavés II? 3229.4 (= II? 3281), 112 3283.10 (69-79р.) 
both dedications (Vespasian); II? 1996.2 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat. (Domitian) (L.); 
Офирбуюс̧ 12 2017.14 (paulo post 102р.), II? 2046.32 (paulo ante 140p.) eph. 
catalogs; ОбфоО ос 1I? 2030.3 (118/9p.) eph. cat, 123572 (118/9р.) ded.; 
Ov(fovAMa II? 1073.3 (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 193, no. 121; AJP 70 [1949] 
pp.299 ff.) (ca. 120p.) decree (L.); ОбелФоюс II? 2046.47 (paulo ante 140p.) eph. 
cat.; etc. 

Оддоос, Ovóouoc ІІ? 4124 (са. 22?) ded., II? 2001.13 (s. Ip.) eph. cat. (L.), I? 
2039.22 (126/7 p.) eph. cat.; Ovagia Ovagiov Hesperia 36 (1967) p.44, no.2 (100— 
150p.) ded.; ObóAngc IP 2022.5 (ca. 112p.) eph. cat. (L.); OvaXeoía Hesperia 10 
(1941) p.243, no.43, line6 (81—96p.) ded.; O$oXégiocg 1124135 (fin. s. Ia.?), I? 
4159.1 (init. s. Ip.), 123533 (ante 50р.) all dedications; OooXa[oía II? 4247 (ca. 
100p.) ded.; ОбоХодоошс 12 2897.2 (s. VIIp.) ded.; Ovontc(o»ov Hesperia 29 
(1960) p.29, no.37, line 13 (ca. 170-190р.) cat, IOYWANIAX (= Офирауіас) 
ib. 5 (metathesis of I and OY a clerical mistake); etc. 

In the early Roman Period O is occasionally found before back vowels for OY: 
*OaXéotog II? 1009, со]. 4.109 (116/5) decree; "OvAtivia II? 4153.4 (aet. Augusti?) 
ded., in the Latin text above appears Voltinia, although Ultinia is also known from 
Latin (cf. Eckinger p. 93). 

Examples of the spelling in B are rare before 150 A.D.: Вєуботос ІІ? 1973.45 
(40/1-53/4р.) eph. cat; Begy(uog П2 1996.195 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat. (LJ; 
Béyetog II? 2018.138 (init. s. Пр.) eph. cat.; Buxejàía ІІ? 4064.3 (ante 128/9 p.) ded.; 
Верехобудос II? 2061 а.34 (ca. 150p.) eph. cat. (L.). 

The increasing use of B can be seen in texts mentioning Lucius Verus: Вйоос in 
12 3404.5 (163/4р.), II? 3406.4 (161—169p.) dedications, ІІ? 1774.3 (167/8р.) 
pryt. cat. (L.); Обіїоос in 12 3405.8—9 (165/6р.); a similar variation between OYI- 
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and BI- can be seen in names of members of the family of Herodes Atticus in texts 
dated са. 150 A.D.: В:ВоолМа IP 3604.9 (са. 150p.), same as OvlBovAAia II? 4063 
(ante са. 135p.) dedications; OviPovAdtog IP 3572.1 (118/9p.) ded., father of Bı- 
Во?ллос of II? 2050.1 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat.; ВфобХМмос II? 3979 (post 
150p.) ded., brother of the man whose father is ОдіфоуА ом in IP 3980 (post 150p.) 
ded. Cf. Моёршос BóXnc іп IP 2051.51 (144/5-149/50р.) eph. cat., alongside 
Одеутібіосіп ib. 81. 

Spellings with B are frequent by the second half of the second century A.D.: e.g. 
Buxtweeivos 12 2068.210 (155/6p.) eph. cat, Одбошюс ib.245 (L.); Віхлаю IP 
1826.27 (post 217p.) pryt. cat., 12 2208.142 (212/3p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 
ВелаМмос ІІ? 1775.18 (168/9р.) pryt. cat., 112 2208.15, 85, 109-110 (212/3p. аш 
paulo post) eph. cat.; ВаЛе(сіос) II? 1783.41 (post 216p.) pryt. cat., II? 3607.10, 11, 
20 (ante 161p.) ded.; Badeguavég 112 2125.27 (190—200 p.), 112 2239.157 (238/9- 
243/4p.) eph. catalogs (in the latter also Обадеоюс in ib. 11, 97, 99, 105, 123, 186, 
188, 190, 193, 194, 195, О?ао()ос in ib. 244, 245; Обетобоюс in ib. 94, 289) (L., 
except lines 11, 123); Веу(о)0отос: 12 2086.94 (163/4p.), II? 2103.77 (172/3 p. aut 
paulo post), 12 2212.47 (init. s. Шр.) eph. catalogs; BuBovA(Atos) II? 2003.25 (init. 
s. Шр., cf. SEG 24.200) cat.; etc. 

But OY is not infrequent at this time and even after 200 A.D., e.g. ОбаХ оос, 
Оббоюос, Обетоорюс cited in 122239 (238/9—243/4p.) (cf. supra); ОдаЛЕоюс 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., lines ЕЭ, E51 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter; Ovixtwe 
II? 4217.3 (init. s. Шр.) ded.; Офолбохос II? 1788.3 (174/5 p.) pryt. cat.; Одеут((біос) 
II? 1803.10, 11 (ca. 205 p.) pryt. cat.; Офеутідіос ІІ? 2242.23, 40 (238/9 aut 242/3 p.) 
eph. cat., same men as іп II? 2486.14, 13 (ca. 250p.) cat.; Офалоюс Hesperia 10 
(1941) p.260, по.65 (= 12 4007 + new fr.) (paulo ante 238p.) ded.; etc. 


37.012 Latin consonantal u between vowels 


Here the preferred grapheme in the earlier examples is -OY- (e.g. PAGovios), with 
-В- (e.g. Флафиос) rare before 100—150 A.D. For -OY- there appears fairly often а 
variant -Y- (e.g. ФХФллос). Such variants may have been due to attempts to assign one 
Greek letter to each Latin one, although in effect the spellings were little less satis- 
factory than those with -OY- because of the natural tendency for a glide to develop 
between AY-, OY- (= not [u], but [o + y] in Nóviog), EY- and a following front 
vowel, e.g. ФХбллос = [fla"-wi-?s], rather than [fla"-i-?^s] or [fla-y-i-?s]. For Novius, 
Моос is normal in Attic; note a similar economy of ov in "Iovevuavóc, rather than 
"'Iovovevtavóc, for Iuventianus (for an Attic example, cf. p.446 infra). 

Flavius, etc. -AOYI- is the normal spelling in the period before 150 A.D., e.g. 
ФОУМаоолос, $Xaovía: II? 4198 (s. Ip.), 12 3114.2 (fin. s. Ip.), 112 3543.8 (fin. s. Ip.), 
II? 3546.8, 20 (са. 100p.), 112 3544.8 (fin. s. Ip.), 12 3559.5 (са. 100p.), II? 3560 (ca. 
100p.), II? 4754 (fin. s. Ip.) dedications; II? 2024.10 (112/3p.) eph. cat.; II? 3590.1 
(са. 122/3 p.), 12 3589.7 (122/3p.), П2 3593 (post 139/40p.), II? 3591 (ca. 150p.) 
(L.), 12 4065 (ca. 150p.) dedications; II? 1770.9 (ca. 150p.) pryt. cat.; etc. -AYI- is 
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an infrequent variant: ФХалїас П2 4753 (ca. 100p.) private dedication; this is the 
same woman called $AXaovía in а number of the dedications just cited (II? 4754, 
II? 3546, 112 3559, 112 3560); PAav’ (DXaviavóg or ФАблнос?) II? 2037.17 (125/6p.) 
eph. cat., $Aafiavóg in the following line. ФХавіос, dXafía, etc. are rare before 
100 A.D., but are not infrequent thereafter: П2 1997.2 (85/6—94/5p.) eph. cat.; 
Hesperia 15 (1946) p.233, no.64 (са. 100p.), 12 3952.1, 3 (fin. s. І/іпіє. s. Пр.) ded- 
ications; II? 2026.2 (116/7 p.), II? 2032.1 (119/20—124/5 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 4064.6, 
7, 8 (ante 128/9p.) ded., these are the same persons called ФХаолос, Флаола in 
II? 4065, 112 3593, 12 3591 just cited; II? 4068.5 (ca. 150p.), 112 3984.4, 7, 9 (ca. 
166/7p.), 123985.3 (ca. 166/7p.) dedications; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.48, no.11, 
line 14 (182/3 p.) pryt. cat.; II? 3646.6 (fin. s. Пр.), II? 3691 (238/9—243/4 p.) dedi- 
cations; II? 7313 (= Hesperia 4 [1935] p.69, no.36) (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; etc. Pha- 
Висубс II? 2037.18 (125/6 p.) eph. cat., Þàav in ib. 17 (cf. supra). -AOY- and -AY- 
are less common after 150 A.D., e.g. dAóovioc Hesperia 11 (1942) p.75, no.38, 
line9 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.283, no.12) (ca. 175—185p.) cat.; ФХФллос IP 
3704.11 (ca. 250 p.) ded. 

Novius. Névtog is the only form well attested at Athens: II? 3535.4 (ca. 57р.), 
II? 3270.5 (41p.), 12 3271.5 (42p.), 12 3273.6 (49—53p.), 112 4174.6 (41p.) dedi- 
cations; II? 1990.6 (61/2p.) eph. cat. (all the preceding refer to the same man); II? 
2052.119 (145/6 p.) (L.), the same man in IP 2055.8 (145/6р.) eph. catalogs; Novía 
II? 9563 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., 12 11795 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. The spelling Мболос 
occurs in the ded., II? 3306.8 (132p.), where Nooíov was first inscribed and then Y 
inserted to produce Nooviov. For Мбощос, cf. SEG 19.477 (Moesia) (218p.). For 
N6Btog (not attested in Attica), cf. SEG 18.216 (Delphi) (з. Їр.) SEG 20.742.10 
(Cyrene) (161p.). 

Livius, Livia. The word is rare, and for that reason the unusual statistical relation- 
ship of B and OY may not be significant. There are some quite early examples of 
Мелфь-: Афюу II? 4141.3 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.) ded.; AtBiav Deltion 23 (1968) 
р.7, no.3, line2 (= SEG 24.212) (31?) ded.; A&fía 123242 (cf. Hesperia 30 
[1961] р. 187) (45/6p.) ded.; ЛехВбас II? 5096 (post 42 p.; ante ca. 100 p.? cf. ieofjac, 
9.031, no.49), 12 5161 (aet. Rom.) inscribed on theatre-seats. Ato]viav occurs in 
II? 3241 (14—29 p.) ded. Cf. Aeifiavóc, II? 2199.135 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat. 

Avidius, etc. "Aovidvos, cf. Hesperia 32 (1963) p.24, no.25, line 10 (fin. s. Ip.) 
testament; “Абс IP 1776.56 (169/70p.) pryt. cat.; ІІ? 2069.13 (ca. 150p.) eph. 
cat.; "АВібіос is usually attested later than 150 A.D.: e.g. 12 2119.39, 40 (180/1— 
191/2р.), 1I? 2167.13 (s. Пр.), II? 2208.128 (212/3p. aut paulo post), 112 2245.169 
(262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. catalogs; "АВібіамі 112 7701 (s. Пр.) зер. mon. 

There was a spelling Айдіос, probably a short form of this name (cf. Eckinger 
p. 17): e.g. ІІ? 1998.24—25 (fin. s. Ip.) eph. cat.; ІІ? 1947.8 (s. Ір.) cat.; ІІ? 1813.6 
(ca. 200 p.) pryt. cat. 


Cf. AYH = Avienus (cf. Поол июс = Pupienus, cf. 26.03, p.391 supra) in the cat. fr., 
ТАРА 71 (1940) pp. 302—303, line 17 (= II? 2481.17, corrected) (ca. 200 p.). 
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Naevius. Ап early case of B for Latin u occurs in NatBiov (= Naevius), cf. II? 
3238.8 (paulo post 29р.) ded. But Na(o[vvoc] on a sep. mon., cf. Peek, AG 1, p.9, 
no. 16 (- II? 5880, corrected; SEG 13.86) (s. Ip.). 

Severus, etc. Zeovijooc (less often Zevijooc) and ХєВцрос are common in the late 
second and early third centuries after Christ when these names are frequent: e.g. 
Zeovío[o Hesperia 10 (1941) p.251, no.53 (197p.); Leovngov ПІ? 3415.3 (195— 
198p.) П24216.3 (ante 205p.) dedications; Xeovíoov ІІ? 1077.19 (209/10p.) 
decree; Xeovfjoov II? 12595 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; Zevnoivoc Xeovfíjoov II? 7882 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. mon.; Хєођоос II? 4844 (aet. Rom.) ded. (ргіу.); Zeovijeog IP 5205 (395— 
400p.) ded.; etc.; Херйоос 12 3607.27 (ante 161p.) ded.; Хєвйоос Hesperia 21 
(1952) pp.381ff., line 33 (= ІІ? 1092B.14) (ca. 165 p.) decree; УеВйоею 112 2193.22 
(198/9—205/6 p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55); II? 2196.6 (ca. 200p.) (L.); 112 2199.29 
(ca. 200 p.); II? 2200.2 (ca. 200p.) eph. catalogs; II? 3015.13—14 (210—220 p.) ded.; 
II? 2197.10 (paulo post 200p.), II? 2208.108 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. catalogs; 
etc. 

Octavius, etc. B is not usually attested before 150 A.D.: ”Охтаомос II? 2024.54 
(112/3p.) eph. cat.; Hesperia 11 (1942) p.45, no.14, line 18 (148/9p.) pryt. cat.; 
II? 2052.100 (145/6р.) eph. cat.: "Охтбаошцос (L.). "OxtaBrog Hesperia 34 (1965) 
р-98, no.9 (s. ІЛІр.), 12 3974.2 (ca. 150p.) dedications; 12 2128.40 (190—200 p.), 
122130.112 (192/3p.) eph. catalogs; etc; 'Oxrafkavóg 122119.136 (180/1- 
191/2р.) eph. cat.; II? 12350 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

A spelling 'Oxvátoc is also found at all periods: e.g. II? 4156.2 (post 14р.) ded.; 
II? 9803 (s. Ip.), II? 10160 (s. Ip.) sep. monuments; II? 2020.43 (ca. 110p. aut paulo 
post), 112 2050.73 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191), 12 2051.28 (144/5—149/50p.), IP 
2065.90 (150/1p.) eph. catalogs; etc.; 'Oxvaía II? 10906, II? 12351, 112 12352 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. monuments. 

Rare names. Cf. Кє Віка, Hesperia 26 (1957) p.220, no.78, line 1 (157 p.) ded.; 
Taovwíov, Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., lineE35 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter; 
*Toveviavod, II? 4221 (s. Шр.?) ded. 


37.013 Latin consonantal и after 1 or г. Best attested is Nerva (frequent); OY is 
normal before 150 A.D. Négova is frequent in texts of the end of the first and early 
in the second centuries A.D. in names of various members of the imperial family, 
e.g. П23284а(іп add.) (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p.74, no.72) (98-117р.), II? 3285 
(98-117р.), 123284.1 (113p.?), 123287.А2, B2, C2 (124/5р.), 112 3387.2 (ca. 
128/9р.), 12 3299 (132p.), Ш 3302.2 (132p.), I 3322.3 (132p.) all dedications; 
Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 108, no.24, line 12 (= 12 1108 + new frr.) + Hesperia 
30 (1961) p.231, no.31, fr. а, line 10 (= Hesperia, suppl. 6 [1941] p.120, no.25) 
series of imp. letters dated ca. 176—180 A.D. 

М№оВа is exceptional: Hesperia 42 (1973) p. 175, по.2 (ca. 100p.) ded.; Hesperia 15 
(1946) p. 233, no. 64 (ca. 100 p.) ded. 

ФоХВіос probably occurs іп a text of the early Roman Period, cf. Hesperia 33 
(1964) p.198, no.50, line 4 (fin. s. Ia.) decree: ФО оу. Other cases of B before 
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150 A.D.: do[vA]BCov 112 2021.13 (ante 112/3p.) eph. cat.; o]óXfiov 12 3581.3 
(ante 150p.) ded. ФобХ ос alongside Zeovijooc in 12 4216.3, 6 (ante 205 р.) ded. 
An instance of Ф|о03|0010с should probably be read as b[Aó]ovios, cf. II? 2776.193 
(= ІС Ш, no.61, lapis B, col. 2.37), cf. S.G. Miller, Hesperia 41 (1972) pp.85—86. 

Other examples of B in words of this type which are earlier than 150 A.D. are: 
Хєо| оо II? 4236.2 (aet. Augusti) ded.; УеоВ (оо II? 4237 (aet. Augusti) ded.; “EAPi- 
біос I 2049.124 (142/3p.) eph. cat. (L.). 

The remaining cases fall into the normal pattern of OY — u before ca. 150 A.D., 
either OY or B thereafter: e.g. Zégoviog Hesperia 33 (1964) p.215, no. 59, line 9 (ca. 
40-30) pryt. cat.; Kadovetovog 112 4111.3, 4 (ca. 45) ded.; Zukovtvog 112 4153.4 
(aet. Augusti?) ded.; УерооеМ ас II? 10647 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. Ip.), Zepovu Ma II? 6367 
(ante 50р.), Zegove(Avoc I 11346 (s. Ip.) sep. monuments. 

For a variant -AY-, cf. KaAvtvog, Калуа in II? 4243.2, 3 ($0— 100 p.) ded. 

Хаос 183979.10 (post 150p.) ded.; П2 2086.176 (163/4p.) eph. сас; IP 
2113.76 (183/4— 191/2p.) eph. cat. 

"ЕХВібіос II? 2130.3 (192/3 p.) eph. сас; II? 3642.1 (192/3 p.) ded. 

Хєоейцос ПІЗ 9865 (s. Пр.) вер. mon.; [Z]eofi(a 112 4817.9, corrected (cf. AE 
1938, Chronika p. 17) (s. I/III p.) ded. (priv.). 

-CovV- was the normal equivalent for other cases of Latin -CuV-, cf. Хоорхообоюс, Чуує- 
уомос (cited p.222 supra); ‘Tavovdgig II? 1764.53 (138/9р.) pryt. cat. (L.). But Лаубоцо)с 
also occurs, cf. Таубоцс Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, no.52, line 26 (init. s. Пр.) pryt. сағ; 
"Iavaotov II? 2097.67 (169/70p.) eph. cat. Cf. MG demotic Тауботс and 28.03, p.407 supra. 


37.02 Latin qu 

Latin grammatical writings are explicit in stating that the grapheme QU does not 
represent merely Q(= [k]) + U, and that the U is in fact superfluous. Probably this 
reflex of the voiceless member of the so-called labio-velar series of stops (attested in 
Greek only in the Mycenaean Period, cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.47) was a voiceless 
velar stop. accompanied by rounding of the lips not continued enough for Qu- to 
count as two consonants in prosody, cf. Sturtevant pp. 169—170. The pronunciation 
of the stop in Latin must be responsible for the diverse transliterations in Greek: KY- 
for qui-/_r or І (e.g. "AxtAag = Aquila); KOI or KYI for qui- elsewhere; but 
KOYA- for qua-; and peculiarities like Kuvttavés, Кобойтос̧, in which the vowel 
after Qu- disappears in the Greek. 

Before back vowels the normal spelling is KOY, cf. Торхочатос II? 4180.3 (ca. 
43р.), 12 4242.2 (ca. 50р.) dedications; II? 3548 а(іп add.).5 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] 
p.72, по.70) (s. Ip.) ded.: Toox[o]vàtov; Deltion 25 (1970) p.64, по.14 (ante 64 p.), 
lines 1, 3 (bis) ded.; Кочабобтос II? 3151.2 (са. 50); H? 3319 (same as the Кобойтос 
in 123310 infra) (132p.) dedications; Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.108, no.24, 
line 15, 17, 39 (line 39 = 112 1108.11) series of imperial letters dated ca. 176—180p. 
But for the latter name Кобойлос is a frequent variant, e.g. II? 3310.8 (= the Kova- 
бодлтос in II? 3319 cited supra) (post 138p.) ded.; Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 176, по.78, 
line 17 (= Hesperia 11 [1942] p.56, no.22) (150-190р.) pryt. cat.; 12 2103.120 
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(172/3p. aut paulo post), II? 2068.247 (155/6р.) (L.), II? 2223.81 (ca. 218/9p.) (L.) 
eph. catalogs; II? 2489.9 (s. Шр.?) cat. 

Before front vowels Latin Qu- is best attested in Attic inscriptions in Quintus and 
derivatives and Aquila derivatives. In the latter case 'Axv- is the invariable trans- 
literation, cf. e.g. "АмОХМос II? 4126.8 (non ante 14) ded. alongside Aquillio in the 
Latin in ib. 1; 'AxóXoc II? 4150 (aet. Augusti), 124182 (са. 50р.) dedications; IP 
2022.3 (ca. 112p.) (L.), П22050.9 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. catalogs; II? 
1806.7 (194/5p.?) pryt. cat.; etc.; 'AxvAeivoc 12 2051.46 (144/5—149/50p.) eph. 
cat; Agora 15, p.262, no.354, line4 (= Hesperia 17 [1948] p.42, no.32) (post 
150p.) pryt. cat.; II? 2207.31 (init. s. Шр., ante 212p.) eph. cat.; etc. Cf. also 'Ax(Aag 
in II? 6944 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., if the early copy on which the text is based has not 
misread or altered AKYAAZ. The same pronounced preference for KY can be seen 
in Quirinius, where a liquid also begins the following syllable. The only Attic example 
has been influenced Бу Kvońvy: cf. Маохос Куббуюс in II? 4143 (fin. s. Ia./init. s. 
Ip.) ded.; for Кообуюс, etc., cf. Eckinger p. 124. Spellings like 'AxoviJuoc, "Axv(A- 
Мос, etc. are attested in other parts of Greece, but are rare, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 6 
(1941) p.86, no.4, line23: 'Axv(üJuoc; Hesperia, suppl. 6, p.56, no.3, line 76: 
”Ахо(иСОАЦос), the same man (both texts from Ephesus, dated 104 A.D.). 

In Quintus and derivatives the standard graphemes are KOI- and KYI-. In the Attic 
examples KOI- is much more frequent than KYI., as it is elsewhere in Greece. А very 
rare KY- = Qui- occurs, and is attested in Attica in Kvvtiavóc (= Quintianus), cf. 
II? 2080.1 (ca. 150p.) fr. of an eph. cat.; 112 2115.18 (180/1—191/2 p.) eph. cat. For 
Коиутисубс, cf. II? 2069.31 (ca. 150p.) eph. cat.; Киупаубс II? 2239.95 cited infra. 
A rare KOYI- also occurs, and there may be one Attic example, cf. Kovis (= 
Quini(u)s?) in the eph. cat., II? 2245.336 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) (L.). 

Kwuwr- is found occasionally at all periods, e.g.: 12 4124 (ca. 22?) ded.; II? 4191 
(post 50р.) ded.; П2 12664 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; Hesperia 33 (1964) p.224, по.71 
(= IP 5935 + new fr.) (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 12 4212.12 (ca. 160p.) ded.; Hesperia, 
suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., lines E21, E25, E29, etc. (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; II? 3625.5 
(post 150p.) ded.; П22162.6 (s. Пр.) eph. cat.; П22193.7 (198/9-205/6р., cf. 
Graindor, Album p.55) eph. cat. (L.); II? 1823.1 (post ca. 217 p.), 12 1825.34 (post 
ca. 217p.) pryt. catalogs; II? 2197.5 (paulo post 200p.) eph. cat.; Hesperia, suppl. 4 
(1940) p.138 (ca. 200p.) ded.; II? 2239.95, 289 (238/9-243/4р.) eph. cat.: Kuwv- 
«a vóc (L.); etc. 

Когут- is frequent at all periods, cf. ІІ? 1039.85 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree; 
II? 1717.2 (56/5), 1I? 1716.24 (63/2—53/2) catalogs; II? 3238.8 (paulo post 29p.), 
II? 3800.3, 4 (ante 128/9p.), 112 3704.2, 15 (ca. 250p.) dedications; cf. Indices to 
IG Ш, p.357; etc. 

Cf. also Киботаю II? 2243.50, 55 (post 243/4 p.) eph. cat. (L.). 

Is Клутос really a rare variant for Кобутос, as suggested by B.D. Meritt? It occurs in a pryt. 
cat., Hesperia 34 (1965) p.96, no.6, line 27 (aet. Rom.), but there is no reason why this name 
has to be Latin. 

Lit.: Eckinger pp. 120—125; Gignac pp. 225—226. 
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38.00 The aspirates 9, 0, x 
38.01 Loss of an aspiration: aspirate dissimilation, deaspiration 


Cases of voiceless stops written for the aspirates which correspond to them are of 
two types: a) spellings like Поофбоос, Пероєфбуп, etc. in which an abnormal dis- 
similation of aspirates is applied, the normal spellings being those in which exceptions 
were allowed to the rule requiring deaspiration of the first of two aspirates at the 
beginning of consecutive syllables in a word (Grassmann’s Law), e.g. Фосфбоос, 
Q'eoosqóvn, etc. (38.011); b) other cases of x, т, x for p, Ө, x (38.012). 


38.011 Aspirate dissimilation 


A spelling like Еотофоюу alongside [E]686vovc, Eo0vxAs(6nc shows that in some 
cases an abnormal dissimilation of aspirates could occur, even in the second half of 
the fourth century B.C. (cf. d) infra). But pre-Roman texts have always Фосфбоос 
and nearly always Фероєфбуп, Феооефоатто, and it is possible that the appearance 
of Поофбоос, IIepoeqóvn in Roman times represents an extension of aspirate dis- 
similation beyond what was normal in Classical Attic, perhaps due to the influence 
of Ionic or grammarians. In the Classical Period examples of this sort of dissimilation 
of aspirates are far less frequent than cases of aspirate assimilation as in дуабівемаи, 
etc. (cf. 38.02 infra). 


a) Поофбоос and Фюофбоос, Поофбоос is attested five times in the later Roman 
Period: 
1) 112 2044.137 (139/40p.) eph. cat. (stone now illegible); 
2) I 2097.168 (169/70р.) eph. cat. (L.); 
3) Hesperia, suppl. 4.(1940) p. 138, lines 6—7 (ca. 200 p.) ded.; 
4) 12 2191.145 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat.; 
5) Peek, AG 2, p.63, no.208 (з. Шр.) sep. топ. (?); perhaps has also ПОл) for ФОл, cf. 
38.012b, no. 8. 


Cf. also ІІ? 1798.27 (190/1p.) pryt. cat., where Fourmont's ПОУФОМ may be 
ILI«»ogó«[ov. 
Фоюфбоос is the only spelling found earlier, but is also attested in texts of late 
Roman date: 
6) 112 1526.21 (post 337/6) inv.: фиофбоюу; 
7) Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 111, no. 55, line 8 (= 12902) (182/1) decree; 
8) Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 66, no. 18, line 8 (182/1) decree; 
9) Hesperia 26 (1957) p.71, no. 21, line 10 (174/3) decree; 
10) IP 977.8 (131/0) decree; 
11) Hesperia 2 (1933) p. 163, no. 9, line 8 (125/4) decree; 
12) Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 22, no. 23, line 9 (118/7) decree; 
13) ІР 1755.3 (ca. 50, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 169, no. 99) pryt. cat.; 
14) IP 1737.4 (53/4 p.?) cat. (stone lost); 
15) IP 1996.51 (84/5—92/3 p.) eph. cat.: Фо[оф]боос̧ (L.); 
16) IP 1795.50 (184/5 p.) pryt. cat.: Фоккр| бо, 
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17) Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 48, no. 11, line 62 (182/3 p.) pryt. cat.: Фоофбошу; 

18) Hesperia 16 (1947) p. 182, по.87В, line 5 (188/9 p.) pryt. cat.: Фооф[бооу; 

19) Agora 15, p.299, no.419, line 47 (= 112 1807 + new frr.) (188/9p.) pryt. cat.: Фаюфо- 
e[ov]; 

20) IP? 2121.6 (s. Пр.) cat. fr. (eph. ?); 

21) II? 1077.53 (209/10 p.) decree (stone too worn to confirm reading, L.). 


Of the examples of Поофбоос as ап anthroponym, nos. 1-2, 4 supra аге epengraphoi and 
certainly not Athenians, and no.5 may well not have been an Athenian. Athenians with this 
name are among the examples of Фоофбоос, cf. no. 15. The deities are spelled with П or Ф, cf. 
nos. 3, 21. 


b) Пероғфбут, Феооефбут, Фєорёфатта. Pegoepdvy is certainly the normal 
spelling on fourth-century sep. monuments: 

1) 025450 (390—365); 

2) II? 10998.4 (init. s. IV a.); 

3) 1I? 12151.3 (400—350); 

4) I? 11169.2 (ca. 350); 

5) 12 11594.8 (post 350); 

6) П27873.10 (post 350); 

7) I? 12236.9 (ca. 300); 

8) П26551.8 (s. IVa); 

9) 11? 13122.4 (s. Ша.). 
Spellings with two aspirates are also normal on the defixiones of the fifth and fourth centuries 
B.C., cf. e.g.: Kerameikos 3, p. 91, no.3, lines 4, 14, 32, al. (ca. 450? cf. Introduction p.8): 
Феооефоу-, Kerameikos 3, p.97, no.9, lines 2, 18 (ca. 350): Феооефоу-; IG Ш.3, no. 102.24, 
b14 (400—350): Фоғсоєфоуєс, Фероєфбут; ІС Ш.З, no. 101.2 (init. s. IVa.): Фоксофбууу 
(with a different compounding vowel, cf. Morphology); IG Ш.3, no.103.1 (init. s. IVa.?): 
Феооеф|| б|үар, Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, р.1036, no.13, lines a1, b1 (date?): Poeoeqóvn, 
Фоғовефдбут). For Фоғо- instead of Феоо-, cf. 40.011, р. 476 infra. 


Пероєфбут occurs in verse on one fourth-century sep. mon. of an Athenian citizen 

and was apparently normal in Roman times: 

10) Пеооеф|буус (now Пеооеф, but the first letter was probably not Ф) 112 6004.6-7 (390— 
365) sep. mon.; text contains poetical forms (L.); 

11) ІІ? 13209.5 (са. 150p.) sep. mon.; 

12) II? 13210.6 (ca. 150 p.) sep. шоп. 

13) Пеодеф| Peek, AG 2, р. 54, no. 192 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L., from a squeeze). 

Cf. Tegoupévy оп а defixio, Agora inv. no. IL 493, line 5 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.389, no.3, 

which needs correction; new reading is that of D. Jordan) (found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, 

but orthography and writing look like s. Шр.). 


But in the Athenian form of the goddess’ name, Attic inscriptions on stone have 
only the spelling Фғооёфотта, cited as Attic by Moeris s.v. Феооефатто, cf. Peg- 
eegpatty[t] Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., no.2, line 63 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law; 
Феореф|бтт үс II? 1437.58 (ca. 354-350) іпу.; Феооғфӣтттс Il? 5074 (s. Шр., or 
later, cf. Maas, Probedrie p. 136) theatre-seat. ФЕроёфолта also occurs in defixiones, 
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cf. Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p.114, no. 16 (400—350?); GGN 1899, p. 116, no.17.b2 
(400—350?), but the obverse has Heggepa[tm ib. a9. 

The dipinti offer considerable variation in the spelling of this word, but deaspiration of the 
initial ф is very rare: cf. Феооефатта ARV? p. 1269, Kodros painter no.3 (= Smith, Catalogue 
3, p.108, no. E82; HRF 2, p.154, no.3); Феоёфаса. ARV? p.496, Oreithyia painter no.5 
(= CVA, Italy 14, plates 35-36, 37.1-3); ФЕРФІ = ФеоФф(атта| or Фер«%»ф[атта? ARV? 
p.1315, Painter of the Carlsruhe Paris no.2 (= HRF2, p.184, по.10); Фербфахта ARV? 
p.459, Makron no.3 (= CVA, England 5, plate 28.2); Пеобфало ARV? p.630, Chicago 
painter no.31 (= FR plate 106.1); Пеооффала ARV? p.1012, Persephone painter no.1 
(= Richter -Hall plates 124, 171.124) (for -00-, cf. 43.03, no. 5, p. 536 infra). 


с) doxe8éaoooc, "Аохеффу and áoxe8éoooc, 'Aoxeqóv. дохебЕооос occurs in ап 
inv. of the Delian amphiktyons mentioning the archon of 374/3, cf. IP 1635.34. 
Deaspiration occurs in the related verb in a decree of 323/2, cf. ágxeOeof[ofjoer IP? 
365.57, дохевієаю- ib.a10 (both L.). Two texts from Delos of the third century 
have both Фохебеооос, cf. ІС ХІ.2, no. 199.B71ff.; and ápx16&oooc, cf. IG XI.2, 
no. 287.B84ff. The normal spelling outside Attica was боҳ!Өёооос̧; Attic texts at 
Delphi of the later Hellenistic Period have both доуебеоо- and dexWewe- (cf. 
Morphology). 

Although Bechtel, Personennamen p.79, may be correct in deriving the name 
“Аохеффу from доуе/о- and disassociating it from names like ”Архёас, "Архбом, 
“Аохдеос from doxe/o-, the Attic preference for "Agxega@v over 'Agxeqüv seems 
to indicate influence of the 'Agxe- names оп 'Aogxeqóv. The men named 'Agxeqóv 
in no.6 infra might be related to the man called “Аохеффу іп no.8, as the name 
Өорооѓоу occurs in both families; but the foreign origin of the woman in no.8 
makes this identification problematical (cf. BCH 90 [1966] p.98). 


'Apxeqóv: 

1) SEG 10.424, stele 2, line 56 (known only from two early copies) published Hesperia 12. 
(1943) pp. 43 ff. as Fragment K of the I? 954 + 12 957 + 12964 complex, but certainly not a 
part of that text, cf. SEG 21.131 (fin. s. V a.) cas. list; 

2) 112 204.75 (352/1) decree; 

3) ІІ? 1927.67 (post 350) cat. (stone lost, seen only by Chandler); 

4) 012 2382.17 (= Agora 15, p. 86, по. 74) (са. 280) pryt. cat.: ГА|охе| ф)|фу; 

5) 121011, col. 5.90 (106/5) decree: "Apxeqàv; 

6) I? 2461.40, 41 (ca. 50/49, cf. SEG 23.92) cat., the two men are father and son (L.); 

7) AM 67 (1942) p.97, no. 165 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


“Аохеффу: 
8) H? 1471.14 (post 318/7) inv.; 
9) П2 7973 (init. aet. Rom.) sep. mon 


d) Other examples are rare. Cf. (Е|00буоос Eó0vxAc(ónc:Eov0qoov AE 1961, 
Chronika p.18, no.67 (350—300) sep. топ. (L.). ЕйӨбфооу was normal, cf. PA 
nos. 5662ff. Кохабӣєшс̧ оп a rf. vase by the Berlin painter is apparently the only 
example among the dipinti, cf. ARV? p.204, по.109 (= HRF 1, p.445, no.25; CVA, 
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Austria 2, text p. 17, where КоообӨешс is read by F. Eichler, although it cannot be 
made out on plates 68-69); this same vase has @adOvpiog (cf. 38.0211а, p.460 
infra). Two examples of "Оабеу may also belong here, as the normal spelling of the 
demotic in the fifth century is hoaev¢ (cf. 42.0114, p.502 infra). The spelling фохо- 
Фбоос occurs twice іп the decree (genos), Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 21, 
49 (cf. note to line 49 on p.58) (363/2) (L.); presumably a dissimilation if the aspirates 
of oy óc, дахбс of codd. are correct (codd. also have only фоуофоо-). 

In other cases there is no trace of any aspirate dissimilation in Attic. Cf. the name "ExéqvAoc 
in a decree, Hesperia 15 (1946) р. 198, по. 40, line 7 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p. 14, no. 17) (171/0). 
The dissimilated "ExéqwAog is found in some non-Attic texts, e.g. Hesperia 17 (1948) p.326 
(Delos); SEG 18.186 (Delphi); SEG 20.735 b, col. 2.89 (Cyrenaica); both spellings are found іп 
Laconia, 'Exe-, IG V.1, no. 1230 (ante 431); 'Exe-, IG V.1, no. 1341 (s. ШІа.); etc. 

So also in compounds of -хоос, -xous: with the 6vnxóoc of Hesychius contrast Өллүхбос of 
Attic texts, e.g. 12372.203 (409/8), I? 374.222 (408—406) (L.) inventories; II? 5026 (aet. 
Augusti?) theatre-seat; удудодоїс I? 347.40 (439/8) inv.; xovooxóc Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, 
по.2, line 78 (ca. 414) inv.; xovooyóotg В 374.103 (408—406) inv. (L.); xovooyóux IE? 1388.66 
(398/7) inv.; xovooyxóo[c] II? 13081 (post 350) зер. mon.; xovooxóov II? 1558.56 (са. 330—320) 
inv. (L.); xevooxóoc Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p.107, no.5, line 2 (400—350) defixio; heuuxó[v 
Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff., Block 2, Face B.h4 (= 12838.4; LSAG p.78, no.44) (ca. 500- 
480?) sacred law. 

It is perhaps a coincidence that the three Attic attestations of the perfect active of Марбув 
where the orthography could show initial [h] have it, apparently an aspirate assimilation, cf. 
38.0212а, p. 463 infra. For htoxvAoc, cf. 38.0211 a, p. 460 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.102, notes 908—909; W. Schulze, ZVS 33 (1895) pp.386—393 (= KS? рр.425- 
431). 


38.012 Other cases of л for ф, x for x, т for 0 


The examples in 38.011 supra are probably the only cases in which one can justi- 
fiably speak of deaspiration in Attic texts. In a few other places the voiceless stops л, 
т, and x appear in place of ф, 9, and x, where aspirate dissimilation could not be 
operative. These examples are of two types. 

a) хайхобс, хілфу. In other texts of the same type and date, aspirate assimilation 
and aspirate metathesis are frequent in these words, i.e. xiOiv, хідфу, etc. are 
attested, cf. 38.0211b, no. 16 (хі0фу), 38.022, no.2 (496v); 38.0211b, nos. 14-15 
(xaXx(ov, xóXxn), 38.022, no.1 (xaAy-). The spelling хілфу may be the logical 
opposite of xi9óv or the result of some graphic confusion; likewise xoAxot¢ тау 
indicate that a form xaXyoUg was in existence, although only xoXxíov is actually 
attested. Note that хітфу was standard in several Doric dialects, «186v in East Ionic. 
Itis a Semitic loan word. 

1) Hesperia 7 (1938) p.281, no.16, line В24 (= new fr. of H? 1438) (352/1 aut 351/0, cf. 

Hesperia 7, p. 288) inv.: хоХх(Әу; хаХх- occurs frequently elsewhere; 

2) 02 1530.4 (post 350) very small fr. of an inv.: хілфуа (L.); 
3) 12 1472.34 (post 319/8) inv.: хаХхофу; ib. 36, al.: yax- (L.). 
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In 11? 1641.16 (= ІСП, no.778) read: [Z]xetwvera, not хітоуейа (cf. Kirchner's note in 
IG IP). 
Lit.: MS? pp. 103—104, notes 927-932; Mayser -Schmoll р. 158; Gignac р. 94. 


b) There remain a number of cases in which the corresponding voiceless stop 
appears for the aspirate and simple confusion of the two sounds seems the only 
possible explanation. А few of these may be due to assimilation to voiceless stops in 
other syllables of the word (e.g. nos. 10, 13, 17). A tendency to deaspirate before 
Q or À can also be isolated, at least if the dipinti are brought in (some dialects show a 
tendency to deaspirate before liquids) (cf. nos. 2, 4, 6). Of the examples оп stone, the 
majotity are on private sep. monuments, often offering other orthographical crudities. 
Particularly striking are cases in which the normal spelling appears in close proximity, 
e.g. no. 11 with both “Ахаоуедс and “Ауаоуе0с, no. 12 with оіуоуоідіоу лоохоідьоу 
adjacent in a single line. Examples certainly later than 300 B.C. are very rare and 
usually known only from early copies. At least some of the latter are false readings of 
the copyists, and all are here regarded as doubtful. Cf. II? 1477.3, where Pittakes read 
AKAPNIOY, but the stone clearly reads 'Axaov: (rediscovered and published, cf. 
Hesperia 40 [1971] pp. 448ff., especially p.451 and plate 105). A number of the sep. 
monuments are known to be those of Athenian citizens, cf. nos. 4, 5, 11, 13. 

There are a few similar examples among graffiti, dipinti, etc., usually involving clusters of 
aspirate plus о ог A. Cf. topov лобат(ос) for (обшоу фобатос, graffito on а mid-sixth-century 
В.С. well cover, Hesperia 18 (1949) pp. 117—119 (L.); àtha for ба occurs on a bf. vase of 
Sophilos, ABV p. 39, no. 16 (L.). For rare cases of ot for 09, cf. 46.02, p. 559 infra. 

One of the numerous inscribed vases attributed to the Brygos painter, ARV? p.371, no.24 
(= HRF 1, p.132, no.62), has Aimdoc, Міхолідє, Iov (= ФОюу), and ПОллос, but on 
other vases, some of them signed, of this painter the aspirates are correctly used (e.g. HRF 1, 
рр.111, 119); M. Lang’s suggestion in Hesperia 18 (1949) p.118, note 11 that mexar on 
another vase attributed to the Brygos painter, ARV? p.376, no. 90 (= CVA, Italy 30, plate 91.1), 
= Філе xai | should probably be accepted. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.81, was naturally 
reminded of the constant use by the Scythian to&6ms in Aristophanes! Tbesmopboriazusae of 
л, х, and т for Фф, x, 9. Possible affinities between Scythian and Phrygian remain unknown, but 
difficulty in handling voiceless aspirates seems common to a number of non-Greek languages to 
the north. For the signature Вобуос, cf. 39.00, p. 471 infra. 

Other examples among the dipinti are very rare: Kigov is certainly the reading on a rf. vase, 
cf. ARV? p.207, Berlin painter no. 139 (= CVA, Italy 14, plate 29.1—4), where the scene on 
the vase makes it clear that the figure so identified is Chiron; on a vase attributed by Beazley to 
Onesimos, ARV? p.324, no.61 (= HRF 1, p.415, no. 14), vaxi (= vaxi) has been read. The 
Kovoeóc, Kowts on the vase of Makron/Hieron, ARV? p.458, no.1 (= FR plate 85), are 
probably not misspellings for Хомоєбс, Xovofjc, but are actual variant formations, cf. Kretsch- 
mer, Vaseninschriften pp. 206—207. But K and X are sometimes hard to distinguish on vases. 
Both Ебтціібєс and ЕоӨциде, occur on a single vase of Phintias, cf. ARV? p.23, no.7 (= ЕК 
plate 71; HRF 2, p.366, по. 14). That ПОТЕО is for лові), as suggested by Studniczka, cf. 
Jahrbuch 2 (1887) p. 162, on a lost rf. vase seems doubtful (cf. Klein, Meistersignaturen р. 133, 
no. 17). 

Мідо- is more common that Міло- in Attic texts in names derived from Мібоа. Митработцс 
occurs on а ded. (priv.) of the third century B.C., I? 4684; a МєтооВаттс on another, II? 4689, 
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of the second century B.C. For the examples of М:000-, Mıðor-, cf. 6.02 а. The бо/то variation 
is due to difficulties in rendering the foreign cluster [8r] (where [9] is a spirant) for which neither 
Фо [t'r] nor то [tr] was satisfactory. 

For хат fpéeay, cf. 42.0113, no.3, p.500 infra; for Ел” legd, хатблаб, халаотдову, cf. 
42.012, pp. 504 ff. infra. 


Examples: 


x for Q: 
1) Куілоу Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 171, no. 20, line 11 (fin. s. V a.) cas. list; 
2) Еблоосбут IP. 11510 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 
3) Kaddipavigos 2(лхлуцос І? 10362 (post 350) sep. mon.; 
4) wets ІР 7704.1 (s. IV a.) sep. mon., ПАл›[є®с ib. 5; 
5) Tlavovdixa (note vd for 5) II? 6085 (s. IIa.) sep. mon., wife of an Athenian citizen (L.); 
6) Еблособуп (= Еолоосбут) II? 11511 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. mon., cf. 40.012, p.478 infra (L.); 
7) IDavva (= ФОчууа?) IP 1553.18 (са. 330—320) inv. (L.). 


Doubtful: 
8) Peek, AG 2, p.63, no. 208 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. (2): Пт for PAn. All that can be read is MINI; 
the letters of this first line are much larger and in much worse condition than those of the rest 
of the text, and perhaps do not belong to it. Повфбоос definitely occurs in lines 2-3, cf. 
38.011 a, no. 5, p. 449 supra (L.). 


t for 9: 
9) xowduts (for хЕхдлуді) 12 4533.7 (s. Шр.) hymns (in various metres); many other ortho- 
graphical crudities in this late verse text, which in this section is attempting the epic dialect, 
indicate that the spelling with т may not be of phonological significance at all: it could be just 
confusion with xéxAvte (L.). 

Doubtful: 
10) Fovxeitov (= Govxeltov) II? 2504.3 (211/0) loc., seen only by Pittakes, whose transcription 
is obviously faulty in ib. 12. 

x for x: 
11) 'Ахаоує0с I? 5785.3 (ca. 360) sep. mon.; ib. 2: 'Axaové[[v]]c, gen. sing., corrected from 
“Ахаоуеос!; 
12) [o]lvoxotóvov, лоохоф оу II? 1641.44 (са. 350) inv. of Delian amphiktyons; correct 
сомуа for EdAwa in ib. 51 (cf. p. 552 infra) (L.); 
13) |КоМДоторбжт 127557 (са. 350) sep. mon. (daughter or wife of an Athenian citizen); 
note TexveuCiov for Tovxoovotov (L.). 

Doubtful: 
14) AM 67 (1942) p.21, по. 24, line 12 (350—300?) probably a cat.: "Alo]xédnplo}s so Peck; 
only the final sigma and part of what could be a my, but could also be a delta or lambda, can be 
read. Cf. 'Agxeqóv, 38.011c, nos. 1—7, where the dissimilation is of a different type (L.); 
15) хата хфоау II? 13189.10 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text, seen only by Fourmont; the text 
contains many orthographical irregularities; 
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16) ңувбас хбогу II? 12040/41.4-5 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., seen only by Babin іп the seventeenth 
century; 

17) Міхонбхҡар "AXeEGv6o[ov] Хаофі«ом» үзуй IP 12291.1 (date?) sep. mon.; known only 
from Fourmont's copy: МІКОМАКОЄ AAEZANAP.. ХОХІВІОХ ГҮМН. 


Certain to be misreadings by early copyists are: "OXóus xoc, [М]боокос on a cas. list known 
only from a copy by Wheler containing other anomalies that cannot have been on the stone, cf. 
Hesperia 25 (1956) pp.375—377, lines 12, 28 (ca. 465); бохоутос recorded by Pococke for 
IP 678.11 (= IG П, no. 329) (256/5) decree, is one of many copying errors in his copy. So also 
бохоутес (Fourmont) in II? 1013.6 (= IG П, no. 476) (fin. s. Па.) decree. 


Notes and Corrections: 


In the building inventory, I? 1672.306 (= IG I.S, no. 834b, col. 2.94), of 329/8 the reading 
is not триліддєстос, but «Фрьтдбеотос, lapis: O for О (L.); in a late Roman sep. mon., II? 
11120.14 (= IG Ш, no. 1377.15), read матеуь, not -&x (L.). In the sep. mon., II? 6702.2 (= ІС 
П, no. 2286), read not Уохбоомус (= Zexágovc), but ZoxA£o[v]c (Kirchner, following Ross’ 
сору; the stone is lost). In the sep. mon., II? 12617.2 (= IG Ш, no. 1346) (s. II/IIp.), Еохоу is 
the epic and Ionic imperfect of sipí, wrongly taken 45 = Ёохоу by Lademann p. 119 (L.). 

In Il? 1638.30, records of the Delian amphiktyons dating to the year 359/8 B.C., the spelling 
лаубохеїо|У is attested; the aspirated лаубоҳєїоу is condemned by an Atticist of the second 
century A. D., cf. Phrynichus, Ecloga no. 276 (p.89 of ed. of E. Fischer (Berlin, 19741). 

For бёхорол, cf. 12 6.42 (ante 460), IP. 44.11, 23, 25 (378/7) decrees; etc. 

For the normal Looxvuyfo cf. П2 1518.83, I? 1522.9, 12, both inventories of the third 
quarter of the fourth century B. C.; there is no example of loomtvyy¢: in II? 1524.136 (= IG П, 
по.758.В 8) read лла). [:ё]лтоуше: (Kirchner). In II? 1695.21 (s. Ша.) inv., only WY[-]EIA 
can be read; vyeta. or эрухеїа? 

No deaspiration occurs in the spelling IIvyeAcig/IIvyaAeic in the tribute lists (cf. examples in 
6.013 supra). The later preference in literary texts for ФбүеХа perhaps comes from a euphemistic 
desire to avoid the syllable лфү- cf. ATL 1, p. 543. Cf. ПбүеХа in an Argive text of ca. 330, SEG 
23.189. 


Lit.: MS? p.76, notes 655—657; Lademann p. 119. 


38.02 Extension of an aspiration: aspirate assimilation, metathesis 


38.021 Aspirate assimilation 


Words containing one of the aspirate stops 0, Фф, ог ҳ and опе of the voiceless stops 
х, л, ог т are frequently spelled as though both stops were aspirated. Voiceless stops 
in syllables adjacent to those with the aspirates are most often affected, but in some 
cases there may be an intervening syllable, e.g. Өғшодох\с. 

Examples are especially frequent among the dipinti, graffiti, and ostraca, but are 
not rare on stone texts of the fifth century (cf. especially nos. 1—11, 13-15, 18-19). 
In the fourth century, this phenomenon is much less frequent, but is still well at- 
tested. Certain examples later than 300 B.C. are extremely few: e.g. no.12 of 
291/0 B.C. 
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Aspirate assimilation falls into three types: 

a) xaÀx-/yaXy-; ухдду, etc. In a certain number of words aspirate assimilation and aspirate 
metathesis occur. It would perhaps be better to replace both these terms by aspirate mobility or 
aspirate uncertainty, especially in words like хілфу, for which улту, идо, xov, тоу аге 
all attested; хАХхт, for which xóXxn, xGAyn, ХОХТ are all attested; etc. In some cases, it is quite 
uncertain which if any spelling was standard in Attic (cf. ёудабда, xóAxn, cf. 38.0211 b, no. 13; 
38.022, nos. 1 c— d), and other dialects have sometimes а different form. This class of words is 
small, and it is the only one in which variation in the orthography is found in Roman times (cf. 
38.022, nos.3—5, p.467 infra), where it may be due to the influence of spellings which 
originally were current in other dialects besides Attic. 

b) mu, добфос, héxo, ёӨёӨтүө, etc. Here the spellings with two aspirates represent, to be 
sure, the original form, but in cases in which there are many attestations of a lexical item it is 
clear that the dissimilated тіӨтіш, Ехо», etc. are normal. In view of the demonstrable tendency to 
assimilate aspirates seen in cases like Avoqeí00v, hupoxoótoc, "Av8(Xoxoc, etc., it seems best to 
interpret @(Өтүш, etc. as also due to aspirate assimilation, rather than to argue for a late retention 
of the original forms in Attic until the Classical Period. That analogy may have sometimes 
played a part in assimilation is not impossible, however, e.g. 8{б=ш : Ебоха :: Amu з ЕӨтха; 
лёрло : méprpw:: Беха : Һ<Ео; Égnva : epavOnv :: ЕӨтха : €6€Onv; etc. This is the most com- 
mon type of aspirate assimilation in stone texts of the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. In rare 
instances there is uncertainty whether a form is assimilated or not (so elAnga, p.463 infra; 
híoyvXos, p. 460 infra). 

€) True cases of assimilation in which the resulting form can neither be the result of analogy 
nor is the original form. The etymology of many items is uncertain, but there are certainly many 
cases in which assimilation produces a form which cannot have been original, e.g. hagipóc, 
'Av80.oxoc, Һироуобтос, etc. But there is no general assimilation of aspirates: verbal prefixes 
and inflectional endings are never assimilated: хатавідбуа, occurs, but never хабобеіуоц; 
буєӨ Өт is found, but never dvéðnyev, бмєвевту (for дуєвЕтту, dual). 


The simplest form of aspirate assimilation is that in which л, т, or x, at the beginning 
of a syllable is assimilated to an aspirate at the beginning of another syllable within 
the word, e.g. хатаӨ/0Еуоаш; either the aspirate causing assimilation or the assimilated 
stop may be preceded or followed by а liquid, e.g. фаовеує, бобфос, xoXxóc, etc. 
But there are other types of aspirate assimilation: 


1) Initial [h] functions like the aspirated stops and can rarely cause assimilation, 
e.g. єббохобут (cf. 38.0211 b, no. 17), хомс, hupoxoátoc (cf. pp.461—2 infra), ог, 
more frequently, appear as the result of assimilation, e.g. һаоібибс, héyc, hoé@ev, 
etc. 


2) That a їр or Ё could cause aspiration of a nearby stop would be unexpected, cf. 
the standard opposition Eyw/héEw. But a few ostraca have Xovgetaiwv instead of 
Хоулетошфу (cf. p.462 infra), and hevyo.sgat- occurs on the François vase, which 
has other aspirate assimilations (cf. p. 460 infra). In Attic script only XÈ, ФУ, never 
KZ, ПУ are found, and while the actual pronunciation of these is uncertain, that it 
was aspirated stop + s seems unlikely (cf. 1.011, p.20 supra). It is possible, however, 
that enough breath was expelled in producing xo, фо to cause assimilation of nearby 
voiceless stops to an aspirate, or at least to confuse the writers of ostraca and dipinti. 
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heqoeqiopévos is ambiguous because the initial [h] could come from the Фф beginning the 
third syllable rather than the qo (cf. 38.0212 a, no. 19, p. 462 infra). 

The names Ейаудуллос, ХЗаувіллт have always Еауй-, cf. ostraca of Xanthippos (484 B.C.) 
and his son Pericles with ХобуӨитлос̧, -o, e.g. Hesperia 5 (1936) p.40; Hesperia 10 (1941) 
рр.2-3; Deltion 17 (1961/2) Chronika pp.35—36, no.5, plate 34; and РА nos. 11155ff.; but 
these names are of course merely derivatives оҒЕауддс and do not belong here. 

3) It is very doubtful that the mere presence of the sibilant sigma could alone cause 
aspiration of a nearby stop, or even confuse writers of ostraca. Whether or not there 
was less breath expelled when ХУ, ФХ were metathesized (cf. 1.011), the extreme 
rarity of other examples of 09 for ot in Attic (cf. 46.02) suggests that the mere 
presence of sigma before the second dental in the name @eptotoxAjjs does not explain 
its frequent aspiration in the spelling ӨсшобохдЕс normal on ostraca (cf. 38.0212 b, 
no. 21). 

4) When aspirate assimilation affects consonants not in adjacent syllables the 
intervening consonants are normally o ог А, e.g. hagi8uóc, 'AvO(Aoxoc, or in the 
case of Gejuo00xAé&c, Фєріовіос, it is p. It is possible that the intervening о, à, and u 
were voiceless, although the spellings haghi8póc, Gephio80xAég are not attested, and 
there are no cases of aspiration resulting from a liquid (such as 0)Өоо for ofjvoo). The 
isolated Һфоҳобтос̧ would support a voiceless pronunciation for the intervening 
0, A, ог p. фо is probably intervening іп hepoepropévos (cf. 38.0212а, p.462 infra). 

5) An aspirate in a cluster seems to cause assimilation in ЇнсӨрос (cf. 38.0211 а, 
no.2, p.458 infra); Һ(оууАос (cf. p.460 infra). Also in cases involving nasals, e.g. 
xéoxvoc (38.0211 а, no. 8, p. 459 infra); Фауфаїос (cf. p.460 infra). 


In pre-Roman times the spellings Фоофбоос, Ферсефбут, Феооефатто are normal and аге not 
the result of aspirate assimilation (cf. 38.011 supra). 


Lit: MS? pp.102—103, notes 910—925; Lademann p.122; Mayser-Schmoll pp.158—159; 
Gignac pp. 93 —94. 


38.0211 Aspiration extended to adjacent syllables 
a) Preceding syllable; b) Following syllable. 


38.0212 Aspiration extended beyond adjacent syllables 
a) Preceding syllables; b) Following syllables. 


38.211 Aspiration extended to adjacent syllables 
a) Preceding syllable: Before 300 B.C.: 
1) héyo: 
1a) Һе. I? 678 (ca. 500, cf. SEG 15.45) ded.; 
1b) xadéyer Р 987 (= ІСАА p. 132, no.31) (са. 500?) sep. mon. (lost); 
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1c) héyov TAPA 6 (1935) pp.177ff., line60 (= 1222 + new fr.) (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) 
лаоехо bis al. (L.); 

1d) 12280.75 (422/1) and 

1e) I? 287.181 (L.) (413/2) both inventories of the Parthenon: héyov; Éyov elsewhere in these 
texts, cf. I? 282.128 (420/19); 12 283.132, 142 (419/8); probably in I? 280.92 (cf. 1d supra): 
ЧЕХюу (stoich.). 

In P 374.161, 176, etc. héy- also occurs, but that text writes h- almost indiscriminately before 
vowels in initial position, cf. 42.0111, p.495 infra. The dissimilated form is clearly normal at 
this time; éx- occurs in 12 530 (са. 475; cf. DAA p.126, по. 121) ded., which has hvióc, but 
*EyéXoxoc (cf. 42.0113, no.1, p.499 infra); ІР 39.78—79 (446/5); I? 106.15 (409/8, cf. SEG 
24.16) decrees; etc. For the mixture of héyov and Ёхоу іп I? 276—1? 292, cf. ївогӨрос/догдрос 
(cf. 38.0212 a, no. 18). 

2) Һодџ-: 

2а) їадрог1277.12 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31) decree (L.); 

2b) Һодрої Р 829 (bis) (s. V a., probably after ca. 445) ded. (priv.) (lost). 

Cf. hvo8uó50p0c ARV? p. 785, Euaichme painter no. 3. 

The etymology is uncertain, cf. Chaintraine, DEG 2, pp. 469—470. iap- occurs in I? 606 (dated 
ca. 450, cf. DAA p.181, no. 164) ded.; in a graffito (tamov, with лоёатос for фрёатос, cf. 
38.012b) of ca. 550, Hesperia 18 (1949) pp. 117—119 (L.); and in an inv. of ca. 414, Hesperia 22 
(1953) p.268, no.6, line 67: іс8|цої (incorrectly read as "IZ[uóQot іп 12 326.16). ТоӨшоубхо 
in I? 94.37 (418/7) decree, is ambiguous because this text uses H = [h] only in the word hiegóv. 
3) һоғдеу: 

За) һоёбғу 12 302.20 (418—414, cf. Meiggs -Lewis р. 229, no. 77) шу. (L.). 

But "Оёдеу іп 12 374.268 (408—406) inv. (L.) is probably of no value in view of the indiscriminate 
use of initial ГП) in this text (cf. 42.0111, p.495 infra); for the demes "Оп vs. hwa- (demotic 
hwatevs), cf. 42.0114, no. 2, p.502 infra. 


4) Dimu, 20601): 
4a) xatabidévar AM 59 (1934) p.35, no. 1, line b6 (= SEG 10.10) (ca. 455/4) decree. 


тідє- is frequent in texts of са. 450 and later, cf. тидєутоу Р 22.33 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) 
decree (L.); тідейоһ 12 349.22 (437/6) inv.; чідема 12 92.51 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3), ATL 2, 
no. D8.20 (= I? 65.19; cf. AJP 88 [1967] pp.29ff.) (426/5) decrees. 


4b) ауедеде 12 76.44 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) decree, but буатдёуац in ib. 41 (L.). 
For other aspirate assimilation in this text, cf. nos. 11, 13 a infra; 38.0212 a, no. 19 b. 

The expected étéð- іп 12 372.42 (409/8) inv.; cf. also тєӨхє (probably = téféxe), rather than 
ӨеӨхе, on a fr. of a bronze vessel, 12 406 a (fin. s. Vla.?). 

5) Фовффеіс: 

5 а) ФоефбЕс II? 8523 (init. s. ГУ а.) sep. mon. 

6) Фаофеуос: 

ба) Dagtéve P? 650.1 (= DAA p.43, по.40) (ca. 500) ded. (L.); 

6b) Фадрбеує I? 555.2 (са. 500, cf. DAA p.84, по. 79) ded. 


The obscurity of the etymology (cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p.474) makes it impossible to tell whether 
фаод- or лаод- was original; ап Arcadian text of the fifth century has Фаодёуос (Buck, GD? 
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p. 198, no. 17), and a man named ПоофЕушос occurs in а non-Attic cas. list of са. 450 found іп 
the Agora, published Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 65, no. 114, line 2. 

Поодеу- is tirst found at Athens in public texts of the late fifth century, cf. I2 287.179 (413/2), 
Р 301.13 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) inventories; I? 108.48, 54 (410/9) decree. It is the only 
spelling found later, cf. ІІ? 128 (in molding, cf. commentary in ІС IP) (356/5) decree; ІР 
13143.4 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; cf. the feminine anthroponym Паодёуюу II? 12417 (fin. s. IVa.) 
sep. mon. 


7) XoXynóóvioc: 

Хадуєбомос occurs on a number of earlier tribute lists, viz.: Hesperia 43 (1974) p.314, no. 1, 
line 12 (453/2), where reading is uncertain: XoAyed[; I? 195.29 (= ATL 2, по.5, col.5.17) 
(450/49); I? 202.13 (= ATL 2, no. 12, col. 2.13) (443/2); ІЗ 205.36 (= ATL 2, no. 15) (440/39); 
probably also the incomplete ХоХ| of I? 193.19 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1) and I? 200.2 (= ATL 2, 
no. 10) (445/4) should be restored XaAx-, as Хаджтбомос is not attested. One later example of 
Хау- is certain, 12 231.2 (= ATL 2, по.26) (429/8); in three lists either KaAy- or XaAx- could 
be restored, viz. 12 201.24 (= ATL 2, no.11, col.2.6) (444/3); 12 210.23 (= ATL 2, по.20) 
(435/4); 1 211.11 (= ATL 2, no.21) (434/3). The later lists generally have initial K: P 203.9 
(= ATL 2, по. 13) (442/1); 12 204.18 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 1.30) (441/0); I2 212.96 (= ATL 2, 
no.22, col. 1.101) (433/2); 12 213.15 (= ATL 2, то.23) (432/1); 12 218.6 (= ATL 2, no.25) 
(430/29); 12 220.29 (= ATL 2, по.34, col.2.83) (421/0); Hesperia 41 (1972) p.419, col.2.16 
(418/7). 

KaXxn8óvvoc occurs later; cf. II? 1437.16 (са. 354-350) inv.; 128951 (ca. 350), 112 8949 (post 
350), 112 8950 (post 300) all sep. monuments; KaAyndwv in the decree, II? 1006.46 (bis), 131 
(122/1), is an anthroponym. Cf. also 38.022, no. 1h, p. 466 infra. 


8) xéoxvoc: 

8a) xéoxvov Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 138 (ca. 414) inv. This text has also хо/ай, 
cf. no. 11 infra; xoXx(ov, no. 14a infra. хЕохуос is found in other inventories of about the same 
date, viz.: 12 313.17 (408/7), 12 314.23 (407/6); the etymology is obscure. 


9) хєхооюд-: 

9а) xexlaquob- 12 495 (= DAA p.26, no. 22) (paulo post 480) ded. (L.). 

10) xwyxévo: 

10а) xvvxó[vev Hesperia 11 (1942) p.332, line 7 (fin. s. Ма.) probably a deme decree; іп 
ib. 2: hexov[?. 

11) хода: 

11a) Hesperia 17 (1948) рр.86 Ж. (= 12 838—9; LSAG p.78, по. 44) (500—480) sacred law; 
on Віосі 2, Face А.а12 (Hesperia 17, p.93): yovbd[v; Block2, Face А.с2-3 (Hesperia 17, 
p.95 = 12839.2—3): хохвібу; 

11b) усідбу AM 66 (1941) pp. 171f£., по.1, line B22 (= SEG 10.38; 21.27) (са. 445) sacred 
calendar (L.); 

The etymology of this word is quite. uncertain, cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p.18; xov8- occurs first in а 
decree of the later fifth century, I? 76.38, 40 (with ФуедЕдЕ, etc., cf. nos. 4b supra, no. 13a infra, 
38.0212, по. 19 b), and in inventories of ca. 414, i.e. Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, по. 2, line 237 
(alongside хЕохуос, etc., cf. no.8 supra, no. 14a infra); Hesperia 22, p. 264, no.5, lines 17, 18, 
and 21. 
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арарбаһ = убо on a bronze ded. of the Archaic Period, 1? 401, both script and name are 
non-Attic. 

The dipinti of the sixth and fifth centuries offer many comparable examples. E.g. on the 
Francois vase occur Өөбфос, һафообіте, alongside "Афообіте, Өстіс; hevyxovogat- may also 
be an aspirate assimilation of a very rare type (from xo, cf. p.456 supra, по.2), as there is no 
evidence for initial [h] in єбхорос in Attic, which would be unexpected from the etymology in 
any case (émevyetat occurs in I? 663; probably also іп I? 503); but perhaps this is only a case of 
misuse of initial [h] as in 42.0111, p.495 infra; for the texts on this vase, cf. ABV p.76, Kleitias 
no.1 (= HBF p.152); Өофеібібес (= Tugervdidys) twice on a bf. handle, ABV p.178 (cf. 
JHS 52 [1932] pp.193—194); ӨёӨє (= тї01), 0євіс (= түүбіс) (the latter three times) on a bf. 
ріпах of са. 500 B.C., BSA 50 (1955) p.62, no.28 (= SEG 16.35 C); XóXxoc (for KóAxozc, cf. 
38.022, no.3, p.467 infra) on a bf. vase of Lydos, ABV p.110, no.37 (= HBF р. 157); ёхфефоо[ 
(= ёхлефботха?) оп a bf. pinax from the Acropolis, AM 13 (1888) p.441 (for ёх, cf. 48.0213, 
p.583 infra). In the signature of the potter XayovAí(ov there is no instance with kappa: the full 
form of the name with two aspirates is attested more than fifteen times, cf. ARV? pp. 107—109 
(= НКЕ 1, pp. 146íf.). On three vases of Oltos the name of the potter is spelled Фауфаїос, 
ARV? pp. 53—54, nos. 1 (ФАІФАІОЗ), 2, 5, although on vases of other painters the name is 
normally spelled IIavq-, sometimes with ® for « (cf. p.471 infra), rarely Парафюс (cf. p.408 
supra), cf. ABV pp.235—6, p.324; ARV? pp. 124—130; Paralipomena p. 109, p.333; Өолдх- 
fioc on three rf. vases, one by the Berlin painter, ARV? p.204, по.109 (= НКЕ 1, p.445, 
no.25; CVA, Austria 2, plates 68-69) with KovoóOejuc (cf. 38.011d, p.451 supra); on an 
unassigned fr., cf. AA 1891 р. 179, no.4; another by Makron, ARV? p.458, no.2 (= HRF2, 
p.80, по.25, AJA 38 [1934] plate 14). The Makron/Hieron vase actually appears to read 
@AVBYBIOS, but the form of the second theta is probably due to running of the paint rather 
than that @adhipros (with dissimilation of [t'alt'] to [t'alh]) was actually intended (as suggested 
by Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.231 and accepted by Sturtevant, p.79, no.90g). The inter- 
pretation of хархоу as Ni]xóoxóv on a psykter in London is doubtful, cf. ARV? p. 31, Dikaios 
painter no. 6 (— HRF 1, p. 443, no. 20). 

The signature h(oyvAog never appears without the initial [h], cf. ABV рр.166-167, 172; 
ARV? pp.161—162, 165—166, 1630; HRF2, рр.112Н. This could be comparable to the 
signatures of ХахооХМоу just cited, but a trace of the original [h] may be preserved in the spelling 
of the пале "Ioyv)Aa with initial (В) in [Hyginus], Poetica astronomica 2.14, where codd. read: 
Hiscylla, Hicila, Hycila, Hiscela, Hischela; and іп the gloss of Hesychius Відууу * Loxóv, by some 
rejected as evidence for initial f in the word (cf. DEG 2, p. 472). 

For hegoeqtoyévoc, cf. 38.0212 a, no. 19, p. 462 infra. 

The Xvupov(óng on a fourth-century horse tablet, AM 85 (1970) p.235, no.573, may 
perhaps belong here, but cf. 46.031, p. 560 infra. 


Preceding syllable: After 300 B.C.: 
12) Амбфекдос: 
12 а) Awvoge(80v II? 1534 A.60 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (L.). 
This is the only example known. 


b) Following syllable: Before 300 B.C.: 
13) еудаофа, évðavðot: 
13a) ёудацдог 1276.13 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree (L.), this text also has 
дуебедЕ, hepotpiopévoc, but хогдаг, dvatibévar (cf. nos. 4b and 11 supra; 38.0212а, 
no. 19b); 
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13b) ёудабда IP? 1237.60 (396/5) decree (phratry). 

It is impossible to ascertain whether these examples belong here or with those in which the 
aspirate moves to a preceding syllable, as neither Еутолуд- nor Еуболут- is found in contemporary 
texts, making it uncertain whether Еуболл-, Еутолуд-, or Еубол/д- was normal at this time. Ап 
original ёудамт-, preserved in Ionic, cf. Schwyzer, СС 1, p.269, developed to ёуда»д- by 
aspirate assimilation of the type seen in the other examples іп this section; Ғубауф- was later 
dissimilated to évrav®-, the normal Attic form. To assume that the ¿vðavð- spelling was normal 
at this time is tempting, but risky with so few attestations. A defixio of later date, IG IIL3, 
no. 106.a 5, b3 (з. Ша.?), offers both бубаїта and бутаїба, cf. 38.022, p.467 infra. бутаїва is 
frequent in Roman times, e.g. II? 10116.1, II? 10073.2, 4 (both s. I/II p.) sep. monuments; etc. 
14) хаХхіоу: 

14а) xaXxio]v Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 246 (ca. 414) inv.; this text also has 
убоууос, хода, cf. nos. 8, 11 supra. 

The expected yaAxfov is found in another of these inventories, cf. Hesperia 22, p.240, no. 1, 
line 96; it also occurs once in the mid-sixth century on a bronze ded. of the tamiai, I? 393 


(7 LSAG p.77, no.21), and is the only spelling found in fourth-century texts. For further 
discussion, cf. 38.022, no. 1a, p.465 infra. 


15) yarn: 

15a) xóXAxac 12 374.103 (408—406) inv. for the Erechtheum (L.). Placed here somewhat 
hesitantly, on the assumption that the normal spelling in this period was хай, cf. 38.022, 
nos. 1c—d, p. 465 infra. 

16) хідоуіожос: 

16 а) худшубохо(с II? 1514.7 (post 344/3) inv.; 

16b) хидоу(оҡ)оу II? 1516.7 (post 344/3) іпу.; 


Note xttwvloxog in II? 1515.6, 12, passim al.; II? 1514, II? 1516, passim al. Cf. 38.012a, no.2, 
p. 452 supra; 38.022, no. 2, p. 467 infra. 


Doubtful: 


17) esdgyxotvi II? 1183.12 (post 340) decree (deme); this text contains so many crude copying 
errors (cf. 8.01, no.7) that it is doubtful whether х is any more than a misreading by the stone- 
cutter of x here. 

The ostraca and dipinti offer many comparable examples. Thus on a rf. vase of Peithinos 
occurs G£0ic for Géxi, cf. ARV? р. 115, no.2 (= Pfuhl, Malerei no. 417), although the expected 
Өётіс̧ occurs on many others, e.g. ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152); ABV р. 84, the 
Camtar painter no.3 (— CVA, USA 14, plates 16, 17.3); ARV? p.146, Epeleios painter no.2 
(= FR plate 155); ARV? p.61, Oltos no.76 (= A.Brubn, Oltos and Early Red-Figure Vase- 
Painting [Copenhagen, 1943] p.41, no.31); ARV? p.438, Douris по. 134 (= HRF1, p.285, 
no.83); ARV? p.207, Berlin painter по. 139 (= CVA, Italy 14, plate 29.1—4); ARV? р. 1250, 
Eretria painter по.34 (= Pfuhl, Malerei no. 561); etc. An ambiguous @é[t]uc occurs on a vase of 
the Amasis painter, cf. ABV p.152, по.27 (= СУА, USA 14, plate 27.2). Here also belong 
hvthóc, occurring once on a bf. vase of the potter Eucheiros, cf. ABV p.162, no.2 (= HBF p.86, 
no. 2) and three times on a vase of his son, cf. ABV p. 163; лс (= hvthvs with careless omission 
of the upsilon, cf. Ебуєос for Ебхерос on the same vase), cf. ABV p.162, no.3 (= HBF p.85, 
no. 1). For the initial [h] (from *s-) of this word, cf. GEW 2, p.960. Note also héx[v]oo (this is 
the reading given in Smith, but Hoppin reads héy8og, stating "а Ө was added in antiquity in 
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place of T to cover a rivet hole", cf. HRF 1, p.371, по. 18), cf. ARV? p.90, Euergides painter 
по.33 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p. 46, no. E10); perhaps huqosóXe, name of an Amazon (unless 
for hypoontie, with careless omission of the 5), ARV? p.30, Hypsis no.1 (= НКЕ 2, p. 120, 
no. 1) (L.). 

On the ostraca occur hupoxoátoc, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949), p.403, по.18 (4805) (cf. 
p. 464 infra); and several cases of Xavqevauóv (with a rare assimilation to xo, cf. p. 456 supra, 
no.2): Xovqetaóv Hesperia 19 (1950) p.388, по.26; Хомфехолбуоу Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) 
p.394, no. 1a; Xowpe[rauó]va. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.395, no. 1b (all these ostraca of the 
480s). 


Following syllable: After 300 B.C.: 

There are no certain examples. As Schulze has shown (cf. ZVS 33 [1895] pp. 233 ff. [= KS? 
pp. 384ff.]), the Egyptian name Har-pe-chret was Hellenized as °"Аолоҳобттс ог *Аолохо@ттс 
(influefice of Greek names in -xg&ms). “Аофохойтцс is a frequent variant, which probably 
arose early enough for aspirate metathesis to be the explanation for it (cf. 38.022, р.467 infra), 
doubtless encouraged by the influence of -хойттс. Since there is scarcely any evidence for an 
initial [h] in the word (Latin has almost invariably Arpho- ог Arpo-) the name ’Aggoxeatiov іп 
the eph. cat., II? 2207.4 (init. s. Шр.), cannot be referred to aspirate assimilation. The other 
variant of the name occurs on a sep. mon., cf. 'Agxoxpatíov, II? 10826.5 (s. Шр.). Cf. Mayser- 
Schmoll p. 158. 


38.0212 Aspiration extended beyond adjacent syllables 

a) Preceding syllables: Before 300 B. C.: 
18) hagudpde: 
18 а) hao[rOuóv I? 276.8 (434/3) inv. of the Parthenon (L.); 
18b) һооПфибу I? 279.59 (431/0) inv. of the Parthenon (L.); 
18c) Басідщом I2 288.210 (412/1) inv. of the Parthenon (L.). 
др: диду in 12 286.157. Cf. the variation between ҺЕхоу and Eyov in these texts, 38.0211 a, 14-е. 
Stone texts of the fifth century do not normally write oh even in initial position, and the inter- 
vening rho may also have been affected, cf. p. 457 supra, no. 4. 
19) hepoEpropévos: 
19 а) hegoequ[opévov I? 45.22 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decree (L.); 
19b) hegosquouéva 12 76.23 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; no. 19b contains 
other aspirate assimilations, cf. 38.0211 a, nos. 4b, 11; 38.0211 b, no. 13a. 
Xovgetaubv on ostraca shows that фо and xo could exert the same influence as Ф and х (cf. 
pp.456—457 supra), and it is barely possible that hepoepropévoc belongs with examples in 
38.0211a supra. 
Here the original form was probably éyngropévos with а reduplication of the form £- seen іп 
such perfects as боса, Éygaxxat, etc., cf. Chantraine, Morphologie historique pp. 187—188; 
Lejeune, Phonétique, p. 110, note 5; p. 119, note 3 (= Traité? p.93, note 1; p. 101, note 4). In 
fifth-century Attic inscriptions époépiopévos, ёфоєфиото, are very frequent, cf. I? 39.49, 
Р 56.20, P 91.5, 1294.18 (L.), etc.; the earlier éympiouéva of I? 16.20 is of no value because 
that text is in Ionic script. 


The aspirates Фф, Ө, X 463 


20) henga: 

20а) dáqeumgótag I? 108.20 (410/9) decree (L.); 

20b) хабе/лүрбтос ЇР 682.10 (post 256/5) decree; 

20c) хобедлфдтоуу IP? 687.14 (265/4) decree (L.). 

Why Attic would have preserved the initial [h] in this word is without explanation and these 
spellings are accordingly interpreted as aspirate assimilations, although in fact there are no 
attestations of ЕОлүфа. without initial [h] іп pre-403 texts, nor of флейте-, xaterkng- at any 
period from Attica. For the [h] cf. also хавед рас from Karpathos, IG XIL1, по.977.18. Ап 
archaizing ded. of the Roman Period in Attic script has the spelling xeguethy[p)yévev, cf. 
II? 3194 (144/5-149/50р.); but it may not be an accurate indication of the fifth-century form, 
as it contains other impurities (Q and possibly another omitted H = ЇВ) in line 9). The date of 
nos. 20b—c is also unusually late for an assimilation. 

Comparable examples on the dipinti are few. A bf. vase in Berlin of Group E (inv. no. 1698; 
cf. ABV р. 136, no. 54) offers a certain case of 'Av8(Aoxoc (the reading "Амтідоуос recorded by 
Hoppin, HBF p. 108, no. 11, is certainly erroneous; the correct reading is clear on the photograph 
in Pfuhl, Malerei no. 277). Another bf. vase said to have 'AvO(Aoyoc (cf. Kretschmer, Vasen- 
inschriften p. 150) has: never been adequately illustrated or published. “АутіЛохос occurs on a 
bf. amphora, cf. ABV p.145, Exekias no.14 (= The Museum Journal, Philadelphia 6 [1915] 
pp. 90—93). Doubtful is the reading ХАСдофос recorded on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.316, Proto- 
Panaetian group no.4 (= НЕЕ 1, p.427, no.58), but subsequently painted over. Probably the 
early observer of the vase misread КМоофос, cf. the suspicious Фоїуєіс (with EI for Y) reported 
on the same vase (cf. 9.021, p. 190 supra). 


huke(8va has always initial [h] on vases, cf. 18.012, p.342 supra. 


Preceding syllables: after 300 B. C. 


Тһе two instances of xa@eUngot- in two third-century decrees (по5.205-с supra) аге the 
only possible examples, and they are somewhat doubtful. 


b) Following syllables: before 300 B.C.: 
21) ӨсшобохА4с: 
214) This spelling is virtually universal in the large numbers of ostraca (from the 480s) found 
on the Acropolis and in various parts of the Agora. Of the 190 ostraca from the north slope of 
the Acropolis published Hesperia 7 (1938) рр. 228ff., only two (cf. Hesperia 7, p.231; nos. А.О. 
42-43, the latter illustrated p. 233, fig. 63) have ӨешотохдЕс. But if one accepts the arguments 
of O. Broneer in Hesperia 7, there are fourteen different hands here, and thus a larger percentage 
of the population might be expected to have written tau than two out of 190. The other twenty 
ostraca of Group В (to which nos. A. O. 42—43 are assigned) have the usual Өсршофохдес. The 
analysis into hands is accepted by Vanderpool, Ostracism р. 11. The vast majority of the as yet 
unpublished ostraca from the Agora also have Өс шобохдЕс. These date also from the 482 
attempt to ostracize this man. Dating either from 482 or 471 are the Ceramicus ostraca, which 
all read Өєшодохлс, cf. Kerameikos 3, pp. 83—84, nos. 157—159 and 12 910. 
Stone texts of the fifth century offer no examples of ӨєшотохмМұ or ФєшодохАйс, as the 
crucial letter of the name cannot be read in a cas. list, cf. SEG 10.424, stele no.3, line 42 (— 
Hesperia 7 [1938] p.82, по.10; 12954 + 12957 + 1? 964 + new frr.) (ca. 409, cf. Hesperia 33 
[1964] p.55), although this same text offers [G]ejuotayógas in line 21. The only comparable 
example on а fifth-century stone monument is the Вєшісблос of no. 22a infra. 
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21b) In the fourth century ӨвриотохХ с is frequent, e.g. 112 212.3, ІР 213.1 decrees, etc.; for 
other examples, cf. РА nos.6650ff.; but one instance of Өвсрдөодох с has been read оп а 
prytany catalog, II? 1742.58 (370/69?); there is no reason to doubt the reading, although the 
stone is now so worn at this point that it cannot be confirmed (L.). This is the last attestation 
with theta, and the name always has tau thereafter, cf. IG II, Indices p.24; IG ПІ, Indices p. 352; 
also a dipinto on a vessel of the first century A.D., Hesperia 25 (1956) p.56 (inv. no. P25246). 
The writing of fairly crude documents such as the ostraca is not necessarily phonetically accurate 
and represents what ordinary persons thought they were saying; but in this case the enormous 
number of examples of ӨєшодохАс in comparison with ӨғшотохАђс̧ makes it very likely that 
the second dental was aspirated by most persons in the 4805, and the appearance of Өєшодо- 
ОЛС on a stone text (no. 21b), a public monument without other deviations from the accepted 
orthography of its time, both supports this view and indicates the continuance of the pro- 
nunciation with two aspirates in some quarters a century later. As ot is not otherwise replaced 
with оў in this period (cf. 46.02), the fact that tau immediately follows the sigma probably does 
not have anything to do with the aspiration here, but it is probably an example of assimilation 
of the type seen in haqıðuóç (по.18 supra), heqoequpévog (по. 19 supra); "АуӨОохос (cf. 
p. 463 supra); etc. The intervening ц may also have been affected, cf. p. 457 supra, no. 4. 

The etymology of #ёшс, Әбешото-, etc. is the subject of controversy, but all plausible theories 
start from original *st in Фешото-, cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, p.428; note also the genitive in 
Homer Ө6шотос from Өёшс. 


22) Өгшобюос: 

22a) Өгшобіс Hesperia 33 (1964) p.38, no. 10, line 8 (ca. 430) cas. list. 

But Өвршот already in II? 1929.7 (init. s. IV a.), a liturgy cat., and elsewhere, cf. PA nos. 6645 ff. 
This is the same phenomenon as іп Өєшодох\їқ, cf. no. 21 supra. 


The reading Өєшоото оп a rf. vase assigned by Beazley to the Penelope painter, ARV? p. 1301, 
no. 7, fails to account for the preserved letters of the text and thus cannot be correct (cf. FR 
plate 125); it was described by F. Hauser (FR, Textband 3, p.31) as “eine recht unsichere 
Lesung". 

An ostracon of ће 480s which reads Һфоҳойтос̧ provides a good parallel for Өс шобіюс, 
Өғшодох\ўс, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.403, no. 18. For €vnxoüc, etc., cf. p.452 supra; 
for б:д0рорфос, cf. 39.00, p. 471 infra. 


Following syllables: after 300 B.C.: 


Doubtful: 
23) бууадто: 
23a) буубдто ІІ? 4710.3 (s. Ia.) ded. The stone is apparently lost. Although the original 
edition іп IG II, no.1620 does indicate the omitted nu of дес), it records vyame. Since 


Kirchner gives no indication of restudy of the monument, it seems likely that 9vyó8no іп IG ІР 
is a misprint. 


38.022 Aspirate metathesis 


In addition to the examples of extension of aspiration to stops in other syllables of 
the word (cf. 38.021 supra) there are a few cases in which a sort of transposition of 
aspiration seems to take place, e.g. occasionally spellings such as »v8óv, xady-, etc. 
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occur for the far more frequent хутбу, хайж, etc. If опе were to rely on the evidence 
of Attic inscriptions alone it would be impossible to tell in some cases which position 
the aspirate normally occupied because of the paucity of examples. In some cases 
forms with two aspirates (e.g. Х0ХХ-) or no aspirate at all (e.g. xitwv) are also found. 
Examples are infrequent after 300 B. C., but there are certain instances of the Roman 
Period, cf. nos.4, 5 infra. These could indicate that true aspirate metathesis could still 
occur in Attica at this time, but they could also mean that the spellings had never been 
standardized in earlier times; sometimes other dialects preferred a different spelling 
from Attic, e.g. хідфу in Ionic, хітфу in Doric. хілфу/хіӨфу/халтфу/Х1Өфу and 
ховоа/убтоа/ховоа occur in papyri of Roman times, and that they are merely the 
same sort of aspirate interchange found in other words as suggested by Gignac (p.93) 
seems doubtful. 


1) xoXoc-, хаХД-: 
There аге several different words here, and it is surprising that there should be considerable 
variation in the spelling of some, and none in that of others. 


хаХхіоу: 
1a) A spelling xaAxCov is not attested. yaAytov occurs once іп an inventory of ca. 414, although 
the normal yoAxiov is found on another of these inventories, cf. 38.0211 а, no. 14; xaAxíov is 
first attested once оп a bronze ded. of the tapia, I? 393 (= LSAG p.77, no.21), dated са. 
550 B. C. It is the only spelling found іп fourth-century inventories, e.g. II? 1424 a (in add.).158, 
282 (369/8); 12 1425.363, 376 (368/7); 12 1453.9 (ante 350); ІІ? 1641.37 (ca. 350); IP 
1440.64 (350/49); etc. 


yoXxobc: 
1b) Only хаХхофс occurs in the fifth century, e.g. I? 288.217 (412/1) Parthenon inventory (with 
һаоібрбе, cf. 38.0212а, по. 18); 12 313.55 (408/7), 12 314.15 (407/6) inventories of epistatai; 
etc. Although neither xaXxoüg пог халуобс is attested, the appearance of xaxoüg on two fourth- 
century inventories (both have xoAxoüg frequently elsewhere) is probably best explained by 
assuming aspirate assimilation and transposition were also occurring in this word (cf. 38.012a, 
nos. 1,3). 

Other words with the meaning ‘bronze’ have always yadx-, cf. халхбс (2) in I? 371.2, a late 
fifth-century inventory, and many examples in the fifth and fourth centuries of уаХхобтухи, 
хоХхеос, ёли-, блбхаХхос, etc. 


х@Лут\/ xóXxn: 

This word (іп the sense ‘rosettes applied to columns’) occurs in two late fifth-century in- 
ventories: 
1c) тас х@Ахас I? 372.90 (409/8); 
1d) xóáAxac, холхду 12 374.249, 283, 317 (408-406); xóáXxac ib. 103 (L.). 

It is likely that both хоХх-, ‘bronze’, and xGAyn, ‘purple dye, rosettes’ are the same word, 
borrowed from an unknown Eastern source, cf. Frisk GEW 2, pp. 1070—1071. The spelling 
ХОЎх- was certainly normal in the word for bronze at Athens, but at least aspirate assimilation 
to xaAx- was also occurring. The small number of examples scarcely justifies the assumption that 
the distinction between xóùxn and xaXxóg was maintained іп late fifth-century Attica, and а 
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spelling x&Xxn is known from some literary texts (cf. LSJ s.v. холу, Chantraine, DEG 2, 
p.488). Somewhat arbitrarily, on the basis of the greater frequency of yáàxn in 12 374, xóáXyn 
has been assigned to the instances of assimilation to an aspirate in a preceding syllable, as if 
ХӨ were normal (cf. 38.0211b, no.15, p.461 supra). It is perhaps most reasonable to 
assume that in Attic at least xaÀx- was normal in both words, but that aspirate assimilation and 
transposition occurred often enough in the pronunciation to allow occasional examples of 
XaXÀx-, xaXx-; but see also оп Kadynddvioc, no. 1 h infra. 


Xadxic, Хадхлдеос, etc.: 


Always ходх-. XaXxíc and derivatives are frequent іп fifth-century texts: 

le) 2 39 passim (446/5) decree; 

In tribute lists: cf. 12 196.23 (= ATL 2, no.7, col.4.23) (448/7); 12 211.26 (= ATL 2, по.21) 
(434/3); 212.68 (= ATL2, по.22, col.1.73) (433/2); 12216/17.46 (= АТІ 2, no.26, 
col. 2.47) (429/8); 12 218.39 (= ATL 2, no.25, col. 2.47) (430/29); 1 63.71 (= ATL 2, по. А9) 
(425/4); etc. (ambiguous cases like ]aAx- also occur, e.g. I? 202.31; I? 204.78); 12 280.86 (422/1) 
Parthenon inventory (has héxov, cf. 38.0211а, no.1d, p.458 supra); 12 310.169 (429/8) inv. 
Хайс, etc., are also universal in the fourth century and later. Local coins іп the Archaic Period 
(before 507 B. C.) have always WV (with ЧИ = [k']), WA, or YAL, cf. HN? p.358. 


ХоХхе(/)0тоһ, Халтаи: 


1f) Always Xadx- in the name of this town, located on a small island on the north coast of 
Rhodes, cf. IG ХІ, p. 158. The word occurs in several tribute lists, e.g. I? 195.10 (= ATL 2, 
no.5) (450/49); 12 200.17 (= ATL 2, по.10, col.3.22) (445/4); I? 203.7 (= ATL 2, no.13) 
(442/1); I? 204.60 (= ATL 2, по. 14, col. 1.77) (441/0); I? 213.47, 48(bis) (= ATL 2, по.23, 
col. 1.54, 55) (432/1); P 214, col.3.6 (= ATL 2, no. 27) (428/7); P 221.13 (= ATL 2, по. 40, 
col. 1.14) (415/4); P 222.19 (= ATL 2, no. 28) (427/6 aut 426/5). 

The word has been restored in a decree, I? 146.2, cf. SEG 12.36 — Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.57— 
58, but doubts have been voiced by L. Robert, REG 62 (1949) p. 104. 


XaAxíjtoosc: 


1g) Always XoÀx- іп the name of this town in Caria, which occurs in the tribute lists, e.g. 
Р 196.17 (= ATL 2, no.7, со!.2.24) (448/7); P 200.25 (= ATL 2, no.10, col. 5.30) (445/4); 
Р 203, со!.4.30 (= ATL 2, по.13) (442/1); P 204.65 (= ATL 2, no.14, col. 1.82) (441/0). 


Kadynddvioc/Xadynddvioc: 


1h) Kady- becomes the normal orthography in the tribute lists from 442 on and is the only form 
found in the fourth century; Хадулдомос is found chiefly in earlier tribute lists, but occurs once 
іп 429/8 (cf. 38.0211a, no.7, p.459 supra). XaXxnóóvioc would not be surprising, but is as 
yet unattested, and perhaps really never occurred: there seem to be certain pronounced tendencies 
in toponyms, and local coins (some 450-400 В.С.) have only KAAX(A) (cf. HN? рр.511- 
512). Whether ог not Kodyndav was derived from хат, as seems impossible to prove or 
disprove, it might be argued that in fifth-century Attic a connection was seen between the two 
words, and that for this reason KaAx- was preferred to XaAx-. And yet such an assumption seems 
unsatisfactory as long as xóÀxr is better attested than хб (cf. 1c—d supra); three cases of 
ХӨХ could conceivably be restored Ход [xnSóvvo: (as in IG I?) rather than Xa [x-. 
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2) хусшу-/хлдюу-: 


“Тһе standard Attic was yitwv-, already in an inv. of са. 406, 12 386.23, 12 387.34 (cf. SEG 
10.219; 15.19) and frequent in fourth-century inventories, e.g. II? 1514, II? 1516, etc. But three 
fourth-century inventories of about the same time have xOwv-: 


2a) завиміаком IP 1523.18 (350—336) inv., ҳітоу- ib. 14, 17, 21, 24, 27 (L.); 

2b) хидфуш II? 1464.13 (ca. 330?) inv.; 

2с) хдфуюу Il? 1527.28, 46 (post 327/6) inv., /Әфуіоу ib. 26, 30 (L.). 

Also attested are xıtwv- (cf. 38.012a, no.2) and yifwv- (cf. 38.0211b, по.16). The spelling 
*uxov- was evidently standard in several Doric dialects; xwv- was standard in East Ionic. 


3) Kody-/Xodx-: 

The expected Kodx- occurs twice: 

За) Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, line 44 (= 12329.25) (ca. 414) inv., where a slave is 
referred to as KÓAxoc; 
3b) IP 9050 (s. Па.) sep. mon. 

But XoAx- occurs in two later sep. monuments, опе of the first century B.C. (in contrast to 
coins of roughly the same date with KoAx(6oc, сЁ: HN? p.496), the other of the Roman Period: 
3c) Ходхіс II? 9049.3 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. (feminine ethnic) (L.); 
3d) XoXx(6oc ІР 12949 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 

For XóAyoc on a bf. vase, cf. 38.0211 a, p. 460 supra. 


4) Кибу-/Хуту-: 

Always Кубу- in the tribute lists (e.g. I? 195, col. 4.39; I? 196, col. 3.43; etc.); also in an inv. 
of 408/7, 12 313.147; normally later: II? 549.10 (са. 315) decree; II? 9115 (L.), Hesperia 23 
(1954) p.271, no. 110 (both s. IVa.) both sep. monuments; II? 682.10 (post 256/5) decree; II? 
3218. 28-29 (са. 79) ded. (pub.); but Xurvia is recorded оп one sep. monument of the Roman 
Period, II? 9114. 


5) Хото-/Кодо-: 
One eph. cat. has Кубо-: 
5а) Кодосьс II? 2130.69 (192/3 p.) eph. cat.; 
elsewhere only Хуто- occurs: 
Sb) xóxoav Е 4.5 (485/4) decree (L.); 
5c) év Хотоваїс II? 1596.15 (ca. 350) inv.; 
54) xvxooyasAovg II? 1631.408 (323/2) inv.; 
Se) x]uxoé&tov II? 1534 A.113 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; 
5f) yoroa II? 1552.10 (init. s. Ша.) inv. 
СЕ хотоос, Agora 21, p. 10, по. B 13 (350—300) graffito. 
A defixio, IG III.3, no. 106 (s. Ша.?), has évtaóta once in line b1, but Еубайта in ib. aS 
(cf. 38.0211b, no.13, p.461 supra) For the variants "Аофохооліоу, "Аолохралішу, cf. 
38.0211b, p.462 supra. 


Perhaps Mn8ixn is for Mytixn in another graffito, cf. Agora 21, p.42, no. F 184 (fin. s. IV a./ 
init. s. Ша.). 
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The spelling фатут is attested in inventories of the fifth and fourth centuries, cf. Hesperia 22 
(1953) p.249, no.2, line 39; Hesperia 22, p.264, по.5, line 37 (both ca. 414); II? 1487.37 (fin. 
s. IVa.): vij [.]&vvnt. This spelling is cited by Moeris as Attic (cf. p.212 of Bekker's 1833 ed.) in 
contradistinction to the later Greek ладуп. 

A number of texts confirm that for лідахут and derivatives the Attic form was фібаху-: 
фібахут: Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 251; Hesperia 22, p.264, no.5, lines 26, 34; 
Hesperia 22, p.279, no.7, lines 52—56 (five times) (all ca. 414) inventories; ф5б4хуюу: II? 1627. 
313, 316 (330/29) inv.; фібахміс: pdaxvildec?, cf. Hesperia 27 (1958) p. 173 and note 33. For 
Attic фібоху-, cf. Moeris loc. cit. and Pollux 10.74, 131. Is it due to the influence of фЕйборои? 
Cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p.535. 

Lit: MS? pp.103—104, notes 930—932, 935; Lademann p.122; Mayser-Schmoll pp.158— 
159; Gignac pp. 93—94. 


38.023 Other cases of ф for л, x for x, 6 for т 


Only extraordinarily rarely does an aspirate stop appear for its equivalent un- 
aspirated stop where assimilation or metathesis of aspiration is not the explanation. 
In a decree of the demesmen of Ikaria of ca. 330 B.C., Hesperia 17 (1948) p.142, 
no.3, line 5, the reading тас лоосддоос xai та [ауаћфната seems certain (cf. plates 
35, 36.4—6), but x for x may be of no phonological significance, as the same text has 
elsewhere crude copying errors like дпиаюуьо, for дпийоуви and боахиол) for 
бооҳифу. xat for хаг has been suggested in a state decree, II? 652.10 (paulo post 
286/5, cf. SEG 23.65), where it depends on a restoration which is reasonably certain: 
peta XagiEé[vou тоб тбуу AltwA@v отоаттүой] xoi &AXovc тфу ... (the stone has 
ХАГ at the beginning of line 10, L.). xexouué[vo- occurs in the inv., II? 1648.11 (са. 
350), but the text contains other peculiarities (ZKEVX = охот) which look like 
copying errors of the mason (L.). A marble discus dated possibly to the end of the 
sixth century B.C. has the sequence of letters eytoveguovetvi, which might well be 
for ёоо тбу ёр(бу єіхрьі, cf. P. Jacobsthal, Winckelmannsprogramm (Berlin) 93 (1933) 
p.19, no.4 (= IGAA p.145, no.59a; SEG 10.398). But this might be due to the 
writer's imperfect knowledge of the alphabet (for elvi, cf. 41.03, no. 1, p.491 infra). 

tüvaxt is apparently for тбі бмахті in an early graffito, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 16 
(1976) p.13, no.1 (са. 600 В.С.); perhaps inept knowledge of the alphabet. 

The interpretation of the letters read as бехабеу on the archaic ded., 12 711, is un- 
certain; dexd<wev (so Kirchhoff in ІСІ, suppl. p.92, no.373.120; also DAA p.335, 
no.314) seems more attractive than Hiller's & Еходеу (IG I? 711), but 9 for т remains 
without parallel in Athens. The stone has suffered damage and at the present time 
only АЕ[? ?]EN can be read (L.). 

In certain instances a Greek aspirate is used to transliterate a Latin voiceless stop. 
Thus % is used for Latin p in the name Sulpicius, e.g.: ХоХфіхі- twice in II? 4237 (aet. 
Augusti) ded.; Xo(v)zux- in 12 4157 (ante 15р.) ded.; 12 2045.7 (post 136/7p.), 
II? 2051.53, 54 (144/5—149/50 p.), II? 2155.20 (= SEG 12.115.48) (ca. 163-170р.) 
all eph. catalogs; |ОМлбиоу on the small fr., Hesperia 4 (1935) p.60, no.23 (сі. 
11.042). For the -pp- of Appius, Appianus both -лф- and -фф- are found in Attic 
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texts in addition to the expected -лл- (cf. 43.05). The reason for the occasional 
transliteration of Latin voiceless stops with Greek aspirates is obscure (cf. Sturtevant 
p.78, no.90d for other examples). Perhaps the Latin stops were pronounced with 
more vigor than the Greek ones or were even slightly aspirated. The use of 9 for Latin t 
in ”Аудёотиос for Antistes may be a similar phenomenon, cf. II? 4145 (fin. s. Ia./init. 
s. Ip.) ded., unless the name has been Hellenized along the analogy of some name like 
Evéottos formed from éott-; but *Avtiotiosg is also found, cf. II? 2894 (fin. s. Ip.) ded. 
For є = Latin i, cf. 7.0112, no.5, p.140 supra. Aopéotiyos is also the only spelling 
found, cf. II? 2097.76 (169/70p.), 112 2155.16 (= SEG 12.115.44) (ca. 163—170 p.), 
12 2280.2 (date?) all ephebic catalogs. Неге the aspirate is most likely due to ап 
attempt to Hellenize the name; cf. Greek names like ФіЛфукдос, Хот ог ос, 'OXóun- 
хос, etc. 

The Attic spelling was офбубидос (not олбуёоћос), cf. II? 1668.43 (347/6) inv.; II? 1673.78, 
79, 80, et. al. (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p. 112) inv.; II? 1675.2 (са. 337/6), I 1672.310 (329/8) both 
inventories; cf. oqx«ó»yyovc, II? 1283.18 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens). 

The удбума хоёроо in the sacred calendar of са. 445 B.C., AM 66 (1941) pp. 171ff., no.1, 
lines A31, B26—27 (= SEG 10.38; 21.27) (L.), is the same word as xAóvw = Їоуіоу: б@ус іп 
Hesychius. 

Probably the Attic spelling was teaqpné, cf. тойфтүкос, II? 1604.40 (ca. 376?) inv. 

The only certain example of сё for от is раодбу occurring twice in II? 4511.26, 29 (ante 
114—116p.) ded. (priv.) (cf. 46.02, p. 559 infra) (L.). 

For фоту, prôáxviov, cf. 38.022; for мософюу, cf. 39.00. 

Lit.: MS? p.78, notes 668—669; Mayser -Schmoll pp. 144—148; Gignac pp. 86 —96. 


38.03 Spirantization of q, 0, x 


Ф, Ө, and x were certainly true aspirate stops in the Classical Period as сап be seen 
from the numerous examples of aspirate assimilation and aspirate metathesis found 
in Attic texts of the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. (cf. 38.021—38.022 supra; Sturte- 
vant pp.76ff.; Schwyzer, СС 1, p.204). The last Attic examples of aspirate assimi- 
lation are of the third century B.C.: Діофейвом in an inv. of 291/0 (cf. 38.0211, 
no.12, p.460 supra); perhaps two instances of хабедтфот- (cf. 38.0212а, по.20, 
p.463 supra), unless etAnqa was actually the normal Attic form, in third-century 
decrees. Examples like Xvtvía, х00000с, and ”Аофохоол(юу/”Аолохоолбоу (cf. 
38.022, nos.4, 5, p. 467 supra) do occur in the Roman Period, but they are not neces- 
sarily true aspirate metathesis; they may merely continue a lack of standardization 
in the orthography that had existed earlier when true metathesis of aspirates was 
frequent. Thus in Roman inscriptions one frequently finds both Arfocrates and Arpo- 
crates, where the f clearly indicates a spirant pronunciation in "Аофохоблтс. Certainly 
the disappearance of spellings like фооӨЕуос, хатад:Өѓусі, ӨєшоВохћс, etc. after ca. 
300 B.C. is striking, and it is tempting to assume that their demise is due to a spiranti- 
zation of ф, Ө, and х. 

But there is no positive evidence in Attic texts of spirantization. Use of Фф for Latin f 
proves nothing, because there was no other letter close to f in the Greek alphabet, 
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even if q was а true aspirate. The fondness for Пероефоут, Повфбоос іп the Roman 
Period, and certain spellings like ZoAqíxiog instead of Хойлбаос (cf. 38.023, p.468 
supra) would be easier to explain if were an aspirate stop and not a spirant. But rare 
spellings like "Ефооміс, “Ефовіос, єофїЇВРомн, would tend to support a spirant pro- 
nunciation of ф at least in е0%-, but it must be admitted that the Attic examples аге 
rather doubtful (cf. 20.00c, p.347 supra). Graffiti like Dafne, fisica at Pompeii point 
to a spitant pronunciation of the aspirates, and there is rare evidence for it in the 
papyri by Roman times (Gignac pp. 98 ff.). But there is also evidence of maintenance 
of true aspirates in some quarters into late Roman times (cf. Sturtevant p.84), and 
there is nothing in Attic inscriptions to argue against such a preservation in Athens. 

It seems doubtful that a slight increase in the frequency of spellings like B&yxoc, etc. for 
Вёххос in Roman times is evidence for spirantization of the aspirates, at least in all environments 
(cf. 43.05, pp. 541 ff. infra). 

It is doubtful whether the use of ot for об is evidence for a spirant pronunciation of 9 either 
in this cluster or in other positions; the phenomenon is very rare in Attic texts, and the examples 
from the Roman Period may be due to foreign influence or clerical confusion (for examples, cf. 
46.02). 

Only a clerical error is лоообоовофу іп a naval inv., II? 1611.8 (357/6); о = # is otherwise 
normal only in Laconian (cf. Buck, GD? p. 59). 

In Мідоад-, Miðað- ~Mıto-, etc. the hesitation indicates difficulty in transliterating the 
spirant [9] in Greek; neither x [t] nor 9 |) was accurate. Cf. 38.012b; for examples, cf. 6.022; 
and add: ӨтђишӨотс 2, an Athenian listed іп an eph. cat., cf. II? 2237.99 (230-235р.) (L.); 
Мосс, non-Athenian (epengraphos) in another eph. cat., 12 2082.86 (post 150p.) (L.). 

The interchange of Н = [h] and x seen in the tribute lists in the variant spellings he6oóAvos, cf. 
В 196.3 (= ATL 2, no.7, col.3.3) (448/7); P. 198.33 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6); and Хебобдоі, 
cf. В 210.25 (= ATL 2, по.20) (435/4); I? 212.83 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 2.88) (433/2), is due to 
hesitation in transliterating a foreign sound, perhaps an aspiration stronger than the Attic [h] or 
some kind of a velar fricative such as [x]. It is doubtful whether the toponym "Ерббіоь of I? 195, 
col.4.30 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 4.18) (450/49) has anything to do with the Chedrolioi (cf. ATL 1, 
p.175). 

For pát, prdcxvn, cf. 38.022; for мосоріоу, cf. 39.00. 

Lit.: MS? p.76, note 654; p.78, notes 669—670; p.80, notes 682—685. 


38.04 Confusion of q and 0 


In a certain number of cases there is confusion of theta and phi in texts of the Archaic Period. 
These are surely no more than confusion of different alphabetic symbols with no phonological 
significance. This can be seen from texts which use one form of theta for phi (Ө) and another (8) 
for theta, and from the dipinti, where graphic carelessness is certainly the reason for irregular 
use of Ө, ©, 6, and even О. Thus іп I? 487 (= ОАА р.7, no.3; Imagines? plate 6, no.14) (fin. 
s. Ма.?, cf. LSAG p.295) ded., Ө = ф occurs alongside © for Ө; and in I? 609, dated just after 
490 (== Meiggs- Lewis p.33, по. 18; Imagines? plate 8, по. 18), Ө is used for Ө and Ө is used 
for ф, BEIAO on another dedication is probably for Deva, cf. Peek, AM 67 (1942) p.162, 
no.336 (= DAA p.287, no.258; Hesperia 2 [1933] p.373, по.1) (ca. 500—480), where a 
squared form of Ois used for Ф; іп I? 684 (= DAA p. 303, no. 283; Imagines? plate 10, no. 21) (са. 
480 aut paulo post), Ө is for Ө in АФЕМАГАГ, but @ is used for in [АПОФАМЕЯ. 
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Similar confusion occurs in dipinti. Cf. ӨШОМ alongside 3 КҮОЕЗ, fMIKYOO:*f on a Ы. 
vase, ABV p.516, Philon no. 1 (= CVA, England 6, plate 21.1). Cf. ПАМФАТОХ?, an infrequent 
variant for IIAN@AIO$ (also sometimes ITANOAIO$, once even ПАМОАІОЯ оп rf. vases, 
cf. ARV? pp. 124ff.; AEMO@ON alongside AEOPA on a rf. vase of Myson, cf. ARV? p.239, 
no. 16 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.280, no. E458); AEMOOAON alongside DOINIXZ, AIOPA, 
OEZEYE on another rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.460, Makron по. 13 (= HRF 2, p.82, no. 26); etc. 

Possibly 9, Ө are for phi in the following graffiti: ЕТУФРОМІДІО, Agora 21, p.32, no. F43 
(init. s. Уа.); ЕУФРОЇ Agora 21, p.18, no.D15 (600—550); but rare names in Е00ооу- are 
also possible. 

For confusion of theta and phi elsewhere in Greece, cf. DAA p.288 and JOAI31 (1938) 
Beiblatt, col.28. The view that there was апу real phonological confusion between Ө and ф 
in Ancient Greek does not seem tenable. М.К. Langdon has pointed out to me that two of the 
examples in the article of R. Arena, Glotta 44 (1966 [1967]) pp. 14ff., in fact read not phi, but 
theta: thus the correct reading in the Megarian text published by W. Peek in AM 59 (1934) 
p.53 is: ABANAAAZ: ФВОМІХО; and the thetas (of the ® type) in the graffito published 
Hesperia 17 (1948) p.160 are clearly visible in the photograph (plate 41, no.2) and in the 
drawing published in Lang, Graffiti, no. 18 (cf. Agora 21, р.8, no. B1). 

ӨЕРЕІМ for pégetv in a copy of the sep. curse-text set up са. 150 A.D. by Herodes Atticus, 
II? 13189.7, is probably a copying error of Fourmont, the only witness to the text. 


39.00 Confusion of ф, Ө, x and f, 5, y; о00ғ(с, о00ғу, etc. 


As the Greek writing system possessed no symbols to represent the so-called voiced 
aspirates, the precise value of the spelling 8/00оарфос which occurs on a rf. vase of 
the third quarter of the fifth century B. C. remains uncertain, cf. ARV? p. 1055, по.78 
(= JHS 76 [1956] plate 3.1; SEG 16.40): either [di-t'y-ram-p'os] or [di-t'y-ram-b'os]. 
Perhaps an aspirate assimilation is seen here similar to those like hupoyoóvóc, Өс- 
шофбохХ4с, etc. (cf. 38.0212b, no.21, p.463 supra, and p.464 supra); others have 
seen traces of the word's non-Greek origin in the q— В alternation seen here (cf. 
Furnée, р. 169). For the expected -uß-, cf. бє!дбоодф-: II? 1105 B.b 11 (aet. Hadriani) 
imp. letter; II? 3120.5 (190—200 p.) ded. 

The signature Өөфе:Ө(6єс is probably not for Tu@erdidys, as suggested by Kretsch- 
mer, Vaseninschriften p.152, but for @dqerbidec, as suggested by Beazley, JHS 52 
(1932) p.194 (cf. 38.02112, p. 460 supra, and 13.04, p.260 supra). Reject ӨорбӨғос 
= АшодӨеос on a volute-crater of the Pronomos painter, ARV? p. 1336, no.1; the 
correct reading is АФоббеос (cf. FR 3, plate 143). The ліһбаоо on an ostracon 
published Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.402, no. 15 is probably Х)л:џёйоо rather than 
Tluv&«go, especially as this word contains no other aspirate stop (cf. 41.03, no.4, 
p.491 infra). 

Certain variations between voiceless and aspirate stops in the spelling of names may 
be due to inability to render in Greek voiced aspirates of other languages, e.g. Мтүх0- 
Веоуа (cf. 35.01b, p.435 supra), Вобуос, the normal signature on vases of the Brygos 
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painter, where it is the normal Greek name for this people to the north, distinct from 
the Phrygians or Фобуєс. For the latter, cf. Фроүбс̧ in a fifth-century sep. mon., I? 
1084 (са. 430—425), cf. Wilhelm, Beiträge pp.35ff., no.22. The signature of the 
vase-painter indicates his foreign origin, as does his occasional use of II for ф (cf. 
38.012b, p. 453 supra). For Вобүос, cf. ARV? pp.368—424. There is a single example 
of Вобхос, on a vase of the circle of the Brygos painter, cf. 35.02b, p.437 supra. 
Вобхос is also found as a variant іп codd. of later literary texts. Cf. also Cambitoglu, 
The Brygos Painter pp. 10—11; W. Schulze, GGA 1896, p.243 (= KS? pp.705—706). 

An inventory of 369/8, II? 1424a (in add.).265, gives a spelling »1o00quov (L.); 
probably this is a remodeling of the ххооб оу normal іп codd. on the basis of diminu- 
tives іп -офіоу, cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, p.535; the word is not otherwise attested in 
Attic texts. This variation has been thought to be evidence for the word's non-Greek 
origin, cf. Furnée, p. 170. 


39.01 оддеіс, оддЕу, etc. 

The spellings об'б'єїс (unteic), о096у, об'бєубс, etc. first appear іп a state decree of 
378/7 and the forms with 9 are the only ones in use by the end of the fourth century; 
in II? 885.5 read о0дЕ?)у and in IP 1299.8 un evóc, cf. add. to IG II? and no.95 шїга.! 
That there can be no question of confusion between 0066 and обте here is shown by 
the exclusive use of ovdepia, etc. in the feminine (cf. поѕ.74, 117, etc. with ойбеша 
alongside оюде(с). One decree of 330/29 (nos.27, 76) has both обдємос and pndéva. 

The original spellings with 5 begin to reappear in the first century B.C. and are 
normal throughout the Roman Period. But forms with theta occur in both of the texts 
of regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia, of which 

only the first contains peculiar non-Attic spellings (s. Ip.; four cases, nos. 122—123), 
and once in an eph. cat. of the late second century (cf. no. 124). 

The final 6 in this compound joined so closely with the following aspiration that it 
became an aspirate stop; the value of 9 here was probably [d'] rather than [t'], since 
ð= ð+ [h] in these words has developed like 5 elsewhere to produce [ô] in MG, 
while 9 has undergone a different development to [0]. The reintroduction of одбе(с іп 
the Roman Period is probably a characteristic learned revival of the original ortho- 
graphy. 

There is probably one example of 009” for 009” before a following aspiration 
(по. 125 infra), and шүбароф occurs once on a defixio of са. 300 B.C., but otherwise 

the use of theta is confined to obdeic/pndetc. 

These words are sometimes written separatim, especially in the fifth century, cf. 
Syntax. 

In the archaic dedication I? 837 rediscovery of the stone rules out the unlikely possibility that 
what had been read as ООГЕРМЕЯ could be for 65° hegpéc; the reading is in fact dyAads 
heouéc, cf. АМ 62 (1937) р.1, no.1 (= SEG 10.345), LSAG p.78, no.35 (са. 520—514). 
Lit.: MS? pp.104—105, notes 937—943; pp.258—259, notes 2011—2013; Lademann pp.60— 
61; Mayser- Schmoll pp. 148 —149; Gignac p. 97. 


! Read unéva, not undéva, in Hesperia 47 (1978) p.49, line 11 (L.). 
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Ехатріев: 


ойдеіс/ usc, etc.: 
Before 300 В.С.: 
1) Ё 22.28 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.); 
2) I? 29.7 (ante 446) decree; 
3) 1239.6, 9 (446/5) decree; 
4) I? 183.10 (ca. 445) fr. of alaw; 
5) I 92.46 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree; 
6) P. 57.15, 56 (inscribed 423) decree; 
7) 2 370.13 (421/0—416/5) inv.; 
8) 12.98.16 (416/5) decree; 
9) П2 12.19 (411, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.247, no. 80) decree; 
10) II? 28.13 (387/6) decree (L.); 
11) IP? 1415.14 (post 385/4, non post 378/7, cf. SEG 21.548) inv.; 
12) 12 1605.19 (ca. 3762) inv.; 
13) IP 1141.3 (376/5) decree (tribe); 
14) IP? 141.35 (376—360) decree; 
15) IP 1606.9, 13, et al. (374/3) іпу.; 
16) 12 1609.91, 94, et al. (ante 370/69) шу. (L.); 
17) ІР 125.2, 3 (357/6) decree, u[n]&va ib. 4; 
18) 12 204.52 (352/1) decree; 
19) Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.296ff., line 31 (= Siewert, pp.5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. 
Charisterion Orlandou A, pp. 79—87) oath of ephebes; 
20) II? 1128.13 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities); 
21) II? 1361.8, 10 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones); 
22) II? 212.19 (347/6) decree; 
23) IP 2492.11, 28 (346/5) loc. (demesmen of Aixone); 
24) II? 226.6 (ca. 343/2) decree (L.); 
25) ЇР 1622.591, 594, 605, 607 et al. (са. 342/1) inv.; 
26) 12 411.26 (post 336/5) decree; 
27) IP 360.39 (325/4) decree (cf. no. 76 infra) (L.); 
28) 12 416.12 (ca. 330) decree; 
29) II? 1672.274 (329/8) inv. (L.); 
30) II? 1266.5 (fin. s. IV a.?) decree (eranistai). 


First century B.C. and Roman Period: 


31) II? 1035.8 (10/9--3/2, cf. р. 124 supra, no. 59) decree; 

32) II? 1063.7 (post 48/7) decree; 

33) Hesperia 34 (1965) pp.255 ff., line 29 (= II? 1025, ІІ? 1040 + new frr.) (46/5) decree; 

34) IP? 1346.17 (init. s. Ip.) decree (hierateuousai); 

35) II? 1051.2 17, b8 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, по. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.); 

36) IP 13134.5 (s. МПр.) sep. mon.; 

37) 8 1075.6 (117—138 p.) decree; 

38) IP 1106.8 (post 131 p.) imp. letter; 

39)-47) IP. 13188.13, ІІ? 13191,9, I? 13193.12, П2 13195.15, П2 13196.18, II? 13200.12, 
ІР 13201.20, AM 67 (1942) p.141, по.310, line 8; probably also AE 1961, Chronika 
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p.23, no.1 (= П2 13190.15 with improved reading: pnĝév) sep. curse-texts erected ca. 
150 A.D. by Herodes Atticus; 

48) II? 2090.10 (165/6 p.) eph. cat.; 

49) Hesperia 21 (1952) pp. 381 ff., line 29 (= II? 1092 B.10) (са. 165 p.) decree; 

50) II? 1368.31, 32 et al. (ca. 162/3 p.) lobacchi regulations (L.); 

51) IP 2191.131 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.; 

52) IP 1086.22 (init. s. Шр.?) decree; 

53) IP 1369.31 (ca. 200 p.) law (eranistai); 

54) IP 5426.11 (s. I/II p.) зер. mon.; 

55) IP 11267 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; 

56) Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.125, no.31, line 38 (= IP 1064 + new frr.) (ca. 230p.) 
decree; 

57) Hesperia 5 (1936) pp. 43 ff., lines 17—18 (ca. s. Шр.) defixio; 

58) II? 1121.38 (305/6 p.) imp. edict; 

59) ІІ? 116062 (in add.).7 (aet. infimae) sep. mon. 


Doubtful: 
60) II? 13228 (date?) sep. mon.; doubtful if Attic. 


overs, |мүдеіс, etc.: 

61) 12 43.37, 41 (378/7) decree (L.); 

62) II? 1608.43, 54 (373/2) inv. (L.); 

63) II? 1607.20, 24, et al. (373/2) inv. (L.); 

64) AE 1965, pp. 131 ff., lines 4—5 (361/0) decree (tribe); 

65) ІІ? 1618.87 (post 358/7) inv. (L.); 

66) II? 11169.1 (ca. 350) sep. шоп. 

67) ІІ 13098.1 (са. 350) sep. mon. (L.); 

68) Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 226, по. 13, line 128 (350—344) inv.; 

69) IP? 2496.19—20 (post 350) loc. (L.); 

70) IP 6873.5 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

71) IP 7265.5 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

72) I? 233.15 (340/39) decree (L.); 

73) Robert, Etudes (1938) pp.293ff., line 15 (340—335? cf. BCH 96 [1972] pp.73ff., no.2) 

decree (deme); 

74) IP 236.9 (338/7) decree (L.); 

75) II? 275.5 (ante 336/5) decree; 

76) 112 360.41 (325/4) decree (cf. no. 27 supra) (L.); 

77) ЇЇ 1629.268 (325/4) inv.; 

78) IP 2499.14 (306/5) loc. (orgeones) (stone illegible); 

79) Deltion 8 (1923) p.86, no. 1, line 17 (303/2) decree (tribe); 

80) II? 584.18 (fin. s. IV a.) decree; 

81) II? 2500.12 (fin. s. IV a.) loc.; 

82) Peek, AG 2, p. 62, no. 179 (s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 
:83) IP 1241.32, 51, 52 (300/299) decree (phratry); 

84) II? 2631.5, 6 (s. Ша.?) horos (deme); 

85) IP 2632.5, 6 (в. Ша.?) horos (deme); nos. 85 and 84 in the same hand; 
86) II? 1275.13 (s. Ш/ЛПа., cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no.126; SEG 21.534) decree 

(thiasotai); 
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87) IP? 8388.3 (init. s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
88) II? 12236.7 (ca. 300) sep. mon.; 
89) 112 657.48 (283/2) decree; 
90) ІР 1534 A.13 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.: pn@[-- (L.); 
91) Deltion 22 (1967) pp.38ff., lines 25, 27 (= SEG 24.154) (264/3 aut paulo post) decree 
(deme); 
92) П? 1243.13 (са. 250) decree (Marathon tetrapolis); 
93) II? 1289.5, 10 (са. 250) decree (orgeones); 
94) II? 1225.6, 10 (ca. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 
95) II? 1299.8 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); cf. addenda to IG II?; 
96) II? 791.19 (247/6) decree (І..); 
96 а) Hesperia 45 (1976) pp. 296 ff., line 19 (204/3) decree; 
97) II? 833.10 (229/8) decree; 
98) II? 838.26 (226/5) decree; 
99) Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 525, no.39, line 23 (226/5) decree (L.); 
100) AE 1953/54, Part 1, рр.126-129, no.2, line 9 (= SEG 15.113) decree (paroikoi at 
Rhamnus); 
101) шү еу ІЗ 1304.16 (post 211/0) decree (troops); 
102) II? 1315.11— 12 (211/0) decree (orgeones); 
103) Hesperia 5 (1936) p.419, no. 15, line 10 (196/5) decree; 
104) AM 76 (1961) p. 127, no. 1, line 24 (= SEG 21.435) (187/6) decree; 
105) II? 1329.6 (175/4) decree (orgeones); 
106) П? 1328.14 (175/4) decree (orgeones); 
107) 012 949.33 (165/4) decree; 
108) Il? 956.8, 10 (161/0) decree; 
109) Hesperia 29 (1960) p.78, no. 155, line 8 (ca. 160) decree; 
110) 112 957.7 (157/6) decree; 
111) Hesperia 36 (1967) p. 64, no. 10, line 7 (ante 150) decree; 
112) П2 995.11 (са. 150) decree; 
113) 12968.46 (143/2) decree; 
114) II? 1227.15 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 
115) II? 1009.9 (116/5) decree; 
116) II? 1011.15 (106/5) decree; 
117) Il? 1013.17 (fin. s. Па.) decree; 
118) II? 1019.35 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] p.187, no.9) (184/3? cf. Hesperia 40 [1971] p.309) 
decree; 
119) 12 1023.8 (fin. s. Па.) decree; 
120) II? 1028.82 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; 
121) II? 1030.13 (post 94/3) decree; 
122-123) II? 1365.8—9, 11 (L.), ІР 1366.7, 13 (L.) (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes 
Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia; 
124) I? 2105.25 (inter 173/4—178/9 p.) eph. cat. (1... 


оо for ооб: 


125) П2 1607.24 (= no.63 supra, оЮдЕу several times) (373/2) inv.: OYOOI etc. (L.) with 
O= О; ойдеу immediately precedes: охєбос Éxet ойдЕу, où’ of офвадиої, Evevowv. 
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Too doubtful to be recognized is II? 1536.13 (= IG II, no. 853), where Kirchner read the last 
three letters as OVO, and did not retain the об" [úyiés] suggested by earlier editors. The spelling 
00$ remained normal in the Hellenistic Period, cf. in the phrase обб'/ шуб! bq" Єудс: IP 435.7 
(post 336/5), Па 505.58 (302/1), II? 660.18 (fin. s. IVa., cf. SEG 24.115) decrees; I? 1165.24 
(300—250) decree (tribe); etc.; and perhaps even in a text with pnôév, II? 1304.7 (no. 101 supra, 
dated post 211/0); 009” Орёуоцос in 12 7198.3 (s. Па.) sep. mon. For the elision, cf. p.422 
supra. 

Defixiones have un8év: IG Ш.З, no. 59.5; no.94.17; pndapod: Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p.109, 
no. 10, lines 19—20 (350—330?). The latter is not otherwise attested. 


40.00 The liquids o, X 


40.01 Metathesis of о, A 


Various types of metathesis involving the liquids о and À are found. 


40.011 СУКСо- СКУС 


When followed by a consonant, о or A may move before the preceding vowel, i.e. 
CVRC becomes CRVC. This probably occurred via an intervening stage CVRVC, 
perhaps seen in the Мімліадо of one of the Kimon ostraca, Kerameikos 3, p.58, 
no.45 (dated 461). Two others of these have ММмлійдо, ib. 59, nos.52—53; and 
Гоауєтт- occurs on three ostraca (dated ca. 450—443) of Menon Gargettios, ib. p.70, 
nos.111—112 and Hesperia, suppl. 5 (1941) p.144, no.39 (cf. fig.71, p.143). Cf. 
”Торохос for "Ioagxog on two vases of the Epeleios painter, ARV? p.146, no.2 
(= FR plate 155), p. 147, no. 18. The Tvo]gaqoévev of the decree, I? 113.38—39 (са. 
410) (L.), may belong here, although this kind of metathesis is altogether rare on public 
texts, and Hellenizing of a foreign name is involved. On the inv., II? 1386.13 (ca. 400) 
(L.), occurs GyAGupatos, but this may be по more than a graphic error: going back to 
put the cross bar in his alpha and faced with AA, the mason crossed the wrong letter. 
Cf. perhaps yAaxéa on a fourth-century defixio, Hesperia 20 (1951) p.223, line 1. 
For тоорўот for тодийст (with о for A) on a late Roman sep. mon., cf. 40.03, no.3. 
Фоеовеффуес (alongside Феовефбут); Фоєсофбупу; Фоєо(0)ефбут occur on 
defixiones, cf. 38.011b, p.450 supra. 

It is doubtful whether the reverse metathesis CRVC— CVRC can be found. The 
lead curse-tablet with dópvuxoc for Фобугос, IG III.3, по.89.а2 (400—350?), might 
be cited here. The writer of an erotic text from the late Archaic Period, I? 923, might 
have been trying to write wogoeinetv for лоосєитеїу in lines 2-3: ПОРФГ|%ЕІПЕ// 
It looks as though he began the second of these two lines having forgotten his last 
two letters of the preceding one; has also тєолоууос (= теолудс) cf. 29.00а, p.408 
supra. 
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For the sigmatic aorist of фобтто, fifth-century texts have always &pag&-, later texts ÉppatE-: 
qágxoa I? 371.20 (421/0—416/5) inv. (L.); &aqáoyxoavu 12 373.251—252 (409/8) шу. (L.). 
біафобіє II? 1668.63 (347/6) inv. (L.); ЁрраЁву BCH 94 (1970) p.918 (= Deltion 21 (1966) 
Chronika p. 106, no. 12) (s. IVa.?) decree (not of the state, perhaps of a deme); cf. бфрбхтоу 
II? 1011.19 (106/5) decree (L.). Неге the poa- universal in the present had a decisive influence. 

The ТохВамёс cited MS? p.69, note 593 as a variant for Тоофоуес (in the tribute lists) can 
be eliminated by the improved reading T[a]oBavéc in ATL 2, no.2, col.1.18 (= ІР 192.15, 
corrected) (453/2), cf. ATL 1, p.556. ТаоВауёс also occurs in 12 64.48 (= АТІ 2, по. А9, 
col. 2.140) (425/4). 


The only example of this kind of metathesis with no consonant following is 
Ф)л@о‹ос for Фэддогос in the sep. mon., II? 7750 (date?); the reading is known only 
from Fourmont’s copy and must remain suspect. That ved for vàe іп Колос 
(= KvAAfvtoc) on a bf. vase of the Tyrrhenian group, ABV p.96, по. 14 (= Imagines? 
plate 3, no. 6), has any phonological significance is doubtful. 

Lit.: MS? p.81, notes 688, 689, p.181, note 1500; Lademann p.119; J. Schmidt, ZVS 33 
(1895) pp.456—457; J.W.Poultney, “Assimilatory and Dissimilatory Gain and Loss of г” 
AJP 93 (1972) pp. 198—214. 


40.012 хбтолтооу ~ хатоолтоу, otheyyic~ ovEXYyG, etc. 


When part of a cluster of three consonants, 0 or 4 may sometimes move to another 
position in the word. 


х@атолтооу ~ хатоолтоу: 


The expected spelling хатолтооу actually occurs only once, in the inv., II? 1471.46 
(post 318/7): ка)толтоду, but х@атоолте is found three times in close proximity, cf. 
ib. 47, 48, 49 (L.). Elsewhere only хбтоолтоу: II? 1419.6 (post 385/4); 121542. 
24-25 (са. 350); 12 1515.15 (post 345/4) (L.); 12 1516.3 (post 344/3) (L.); II? 
1517.192, 195 (353/2—341/0) (L.); II? 1522.30 (post 336/5); ІІ? 1544.58 (333/2) 
(L.); II? 1524.257 (post 334/3): хатооГ(лтоу (L.); Н? 1464.25 (са. 3309); IP 1469.93, 
95, 96, 142, 144 (post 320/19) (L.); II? 1534B.196 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) all 
inventories. 


длаутоохі, etc.: 


The only examples have the transposed o: 


алаутоохо ІІ? 1672.25 (329/8) (L.), хатаутоох0 12 1668.88 (347/6) (L. both 
inventories. 


otAeyyic ~ отеХүүс: 

The normal spelling із ovAeyyíc; the transposed spelling отеХүүіс occurs only once: 
II? 1541.15—16 (356/5) inv. (L.). Elsewhere otheyyic: II? 47.9, 10, 19 (init. s. IVa.) 
decree (L.); II? 1424a (in add.).389 (369/8) (L.); II? 1425.395 (368/7) (L.); I 1542.16 


(са. 350) inv.; IP 1532.7 (343/2) шу. (L.); IP 1526.24 (post 337/6) inv.; H? 1533.101 
(post 338/7) inv.; II? 1544.13 (333/2) inv. (L.). 
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The only example of this kind of mobility after a single stop is Evxoogtvy on a 
sep. mon., II? 11511 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) (L.), where presumably Едфоовфут) was intended 
(cf. 38.012b, no.6, p.454 supra). Note also Agaxiag instead of Aaxgíag on a rf. 
vase, cf. ARV? p.468, Hieron no. 146 (= Richter-Hall plate 52); the vase also has 
Кемтоовте бог Ko)uotpáe (cf. p. 572 infra). 

In the demotic Лацлтовфс the cluster -рлто- is sometimes written with transposition of р to 
give Аадлохейс (cf. examples in 47.012). A syllabic pronunciation of о is perhaps indicated 
here, viz. [lam-pr-te"s], but these spellings are more likely to be just graphic mistakes. Examples 
like MAv160 on three ostraca of Kimon (461), Kerameikos 3, p. 60, no. 54; ib. p.61, nos. 60—61, 
are probably not evidence for a syllabic 4, but careless omissions or inaccurate attempts of 
semi-literates. Clerical omissions: -yọppévwv іп a decree fr., Hesperia 40 (1971) p.101, no.3, 
line 16 (84/3); “Hynoades (= “Нүйсаубоос) on a sep. mon., II? 11564 (init. s. IVa.); XooUAa 
in ап inv., II? 1524.213 (post 334/3); ovgtevetat on a defixio, IG IIL3, по.55.а9 (325/4? cf. 
Wilhelm, JOAI7 [1904] pp.107ff.); etc. For these and similar spellings, cf. 28.00, p.396 
supra. 

Fifth-century Attic texts have always хЄрхуос, not xéyxooc: xéoxvov Hesperia 22 
(1953) p.249, no.2, line 138 (са. 414) inv.; xéoxvox I? 313.17 (408/7) inv.; хёох[уоь 
I? 314.23 (407/6) inv. The word is not otherwise found in Attic inscriptions. 

Only the spelling "AyAavooc, never ” Аүоол/Хос, is actually attested: ”АүХадрох 
BCH 87 (1963) pp.603ff., line B57—58 (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, 
no.18) (375—350?) sacred calendar; "АүХЛаФооу 1125152 (aet. Rom.) inscribed 
theatre-seat. And on vases: ARV? p.496, Oreithyia painter no.2 (-- CVA, Germany 
12, plate 205.1—2); ARV? p.1108, Nausikaa painter no. 17; ARV? р.1316, ii, fr. 
Manner of the Meidias painter; ARV? р.1268, Kodros painter no.2 (= СУА, 
Germany 22, plate 113.1—2). 

The ZxaqAeóc of II? 11202 (ante 350) sep. mon. has nothing to do with Охафес, but is the 
ethnic of the Boeotian town ZxáqAat; the feminine Ххафілка тау be seen in a text published 
Polemon 5 (1952-53) p.150, по.2 (ca. 350), cf. S. Koumanoudes in RP 35 (1961) pp.99 ff. 


The Әлоохдиухіону cited by MS? p.81, note 691 as occurring in II? 1672.173 (= IG II add., 
no. 834b, col. 2.37) must be corrected to дорохдсухд нх (L.). 

Metathesis of the type Аохобүрос for Аухобоүос, ФОлоүос for dXavyooc is not attested. 
The ФОаоүос of II? 1666.7 is a misprint, cf. J.A. Bundgaard, Mnesicles (Copenhagen, 1957) 
erratum at bottom of p. 100 (L.). 


Lit.: Cf. 40.011; MS? р. 81, notes 689—691; p.83, note 712; Lademann р. 119. 


40.013 Liquid assimilation 


A similar mobility of о and may be seen in a few examples in which by a sort of 
assimilation the о or X appears both in its original position and elsewhere in the word, 
e.g. Хоохоёбциос for Xatgéónuogc. The intrusive о or À is always part of a cluster, 
either CR, sCR, rCR or RC being the result. This phenomenon is fairly rare, but occurs 
in public documents: 


1) Хоацеӛтрос II? 13029 (ante 350) sep. mon. (L.); 
2) xegxágoov II? 1498.7 (340—330) inv. (L.); 
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3) отАяАт[: H? 302.1 (ante 336/5) decree (L.); 

4) Оліотобоу)поам II? 417.4 (post 330) decree (L.); cf. Mayser -Schmoll р. 160, 2а; 

5а) Форох\лухАс IP. 1672.172, 173, 173-174 (329/8) inv. (L.); but борожухдс ib. 174, 192, 

202 (L.). »uvxX£c also in II? 1668.65 (347/6) inv. (L.); II2 4771.2 (ca. 120 p.) ded.; 

55) тёртароу II? 1672.177 (329/8) inv.; 

6) noa[1o(& II? 467.21 (306/5) decree (stoich.) (L.); 

7) KJoóxoe[tox Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 260, no. 67, line 3 (init. s. Па.) сас; 

8) "Ообоаүбоас Elovdétov Фуд Фо II? 4823.6—7 (ca. 200 p.) ded. (priv.); the same man is 
"Ообаубоос Е[]одбт[оо], ІР. 1784.20 (post 216p.) pryt. cat., and his son is the Хтобтауу 
*Og8ayógov PvXAó(avoc) of the eph. cat., II? 2130.171 (192/3p.). The "Ообаүбоас of the 
cat., II? 1956.157 (fin. s. IVa.) (L.), has been wrongly interpreted as for "Ообоаүбоос with 
loss of о due to dissimilation (cf. p.482 infra). But in II? 920.16 read not 'O[o]Gayóo[av], 
but Пубаубо(ау, cf. Agora 15, p.145, no.168. Note "Og8ayooa on a М. vase, ABV 
p.672, Würzburg 205 (cf. Paralipomena p.141) and Вообоаүбоас, cited from Argos by 
Bechtel, Personennamen p.352. 


Doubtful: 

9) ГЕІтовциедс H? 2409.35 (330/29, cf. SEG 16,145) cat. But the stone actually has ІТЕЕІ- 
PIEYZ, and as this mason is somewhat careltss (cf. the omitted crossbar of the alpha of 
Xodagyevs in line 61) an interpretation Z]t{e}evgreds might also be possible; i.e. an 
attempted first E was abandoned and then left unerased; 

10) ”Еоюос TAdgov II? 11347 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. (L.); юг“Еоос? 

Cf. “Extowe on a bf. vase of the Leagros group, Paralipomena p.164, no.31bis (ca. 520). 
(L.). 

For ®iefovaglw, cf. 40.03 infra. 

In IP 1996.130 (84/5—92/3) eph. cat. (= IG Ш, no.1091) the correct reading is certainly 
not Аоцифтоюс, but Атүшүто‹ос, cf. Kirchner’s apparatus to line 130 in IG II? (L.). 
Lit.: Cf. 40.011; MS? p.81, notes 691--697; Lademann p. 119. 


40.02 Dissimilation, omission of о, А 


40.021 Dissimilation of о, À 


a) A dissimilation of 0-0 to А – о has been claimed in vavxAa[opoc on a small fr., 
presumably of a ded., from the Acropolis, І? 628 (са. 500). Here, however, there is 
room for scepticism; Raubitschek (cf. DAA p.69, no.66) has associated 1? 628 with 
I? 690 and 12 521 to produce a text NavxAà[c ЕО|ббхо. The fragments do not join, 
however (cf. JOAI 31 [1939] Beiblatt col.49), and because of certain differences in 
the spacing I am inclined to doubt that they belong to the same text (L.). But the 
rather doubtful nature of the text given by IG I? 628 has been shown by Raubitschek's 
alternative suggestion. 


b) Е. Solmsen's suggestion (cf. RM 53 [1898] p.153) that the ў ID:npoooía and 


tà По(о)тобош are the same must be given up, cf. W. Peek, AM 66 (1941) p.175. 
IIAnoooía occurs in two deme decrees, II? 1177.9 (са. 350), II? 1183.33 (post 340). 
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Поотодош is attested: II? 1363.6 (fin. s. IVa./init. s. Ша.) sacred calendar; II? 
1006.10 (122/1), 112 1029.16 (96/5) decrees. Поотоёса occurs in II? 1028.28 
(101/0, cf. SEG 24.188), ІІ? 1039.54 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decrees. In the fifth 
century a contracted (cf. 32.00, p.414 supra) form occurs: Пррооо:с, лоғобооу 
(ог gen. plural Порообу?) téXeov 0ЄХу in a sacred calendar of ca. 445 B.C., AM 66 
(1941) pp.171ff., no.1, lines B8, B18 (= SEG 10.38), has лоғооои4ббу хо10бу 
ib. A4, B21—22; in another sacred calendar recently published from two copies of 
the stone (apparently lost) Попобош (it cannot be the IIAnoooía because the month 
is wrong) occurs, cf. ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, line 13 (post 403/2); тйу лооцоо[ (other 
copy has tijv xomoo[) in ib. 5 might be лоопобо:ос used as an adjective with a 
feminine sing. noun or it might be thv хоотроо 060. + a feminine noun. 
For ФерХооаобо, cf. 40.03 infra. 
Lit.: Cf. 40.011; MS? p.82, notes 698 —699. 


40.022 Omission of о, À 


0 or A may be omitted. Such omissions occur under various conditions: 

a) Cluster simplification. A good number of instances of -ot- for -otg- can be 
assembled: | 

“Еүеоталос Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.399, no.10b (= Agora 21, p.13, no. C9) (init. 
s. Va.) graffito (perhaps an ostracon?); 

*Aexéovaxoc II? 1609.84 (ante 370/69) inv.; 

Хоцоёототос Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 225, по.72 (post 350) ded. (priv.); 

атолтүүдс II? 1672.275, 276 (329/8) inv., отоатцүбс̧ ір. 277; cluster simplification or dis- 
similation from 0 in neighboring words? could be careless omission; 

Navototatos IG Ш.3, no. 5.1 (s. ГУ-Ша.?) defixio; 

Меуеотатос II? 1958.20 (post 250) cat.; 

Ұтатоуихе(с II? 10384 (date?) sep. mon., known only from Fourmont's copy; 

Хафеахалос IG П, no.329, line 34 (= П2 678.35) (256/5) decree, known only from а сору 
of Pococke full of copying mistakes. › 


Since this cluster is rarely written -00- ог even -tQ-, it is possible that some of the 
instances of -ot- are due to cluster simplification (cf. 47.011, p. 571 infra). 

Similar simplifications: Ка\Лаѓоҳох for KaAAa(oxoov іп a mine inv., Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.263, по.20, line 3 (338/7?), if not just а careless omission; 'Aoxnmáóov in 
the decree, 112 945.3 (168/7) (L.), is comparable to -ox- for -oxA- attested in other 
parts of Greece; "AAeEóv|6ov on a ded., 12 3679.6—7 (s. II/Illp.), is an omission 
certainly not due to lack of space (L.). Perhaps also Nux&v8ov on the sep. mon., ІІ? 
6033 (s. Ша.), known only from Fourmont's copy. "Ауадіхаттс, Едфойос, even 
‘Heaxedtys in c) no. 1 infra probably do not belong here. 

b) VRC > VC. There may be enough examples of о omitted before a consonant 
to justify the assumption that it was less strongly pronounced here and hence likely 
to be omitted on texts with a low standard of orthography. 
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1) "Axavtc for ”Ахаруебс on an ostracon, I? 911 (444/3); “ҮлефоЖос, “Үлер(оХос) on another, 
Hesperia 43 (1974) p. 190, no. 6 (417); 

2) Өгодоуос1В 11673 а (ca. 350) вер. mon.; 

3) тєтатпс II? 1011.31 (106/5) decree (L.); but note such copying mistakes as ZufovA(Ong for 
EifovAGng, ib. col. 5.94; 

4) Ебтелт IF 8063 (ca. s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

5) Zuóva IP 12628.1 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., Jovnc ib. 2; 

6) Карлобумос (= Calpurnius?) 12 2242.33 (238/9 аш 242/3 р.) eph. cat. (cf. 40.03, no.1, 
p. 483 infra); 

7) Фіроу (= Firmus) II? 2245.61 (262/3 aut 266/7 р.) eph. cat. (L.); 

8) Probably just careless omission: Лухобуос II? 1672.23 (329/8) inv.; cf. addenda. 


Perhaps comparable to "Ауауєс is Міли4бо on one of the ostraca of Kimon (461), 
Kerameikos 3, p. 59, no.51, but the example remains isolated; perhaps only a clerical 
omission. The Філіас on a rf. vase might be comparable, if it is not for Фімтіає, cf. 
46.0124 infra. 


с) Omission due to dissimilation. The most convincing examples of loss of о or A 
through dissimilation are those in which another о or A occurs very nearby and in the 
same word and no glaring hiatus or unpronounceable combination of letters is left 
by the omission: 

1) Three cases of “Ноохефттс for ‘Hoaxes: II? 8706 (post 300) (L.); 112 8557 (s. Ila.) 
(L.); 028654 (s. Па.) all sep. monuments. Cf. Mayser- Schmoll р. 160; 

2) Патоохє[ on an altar dated са. 550—540, now in the foundations of the Nike temple on the 
Acropolis (inadequately published AE 1937, Part 3, p.786; АА 1939, col.12; DAA p.359, 
no. 329; the reading has been confirmed), could be ПатоохАёос or IlatooxAc(5o. It may not 
be impossible that there was an anthroponym Патоохі)дтс; it is not attested, but names іп 
-хїїбтїс are rare, cf. Bechtel, Personennamen р. 236; 

2a) (КафӘдихеібте II? 2364.8 (са. 400 aut paulo ante) cat.; has |Му)уючдедс ib. 5 (L.); 

3) Мабитоос 12 8498 (s. П/Ш p.) sep. mon. (L.); 

4) лаотоо for лХаотра II? 1425.308 (368/7) inv. (L.). 


The 'AyvAfj8ev of the sep. mon., 12 5242 (s. IVa.), could be for "АүоуХйӨеу or 
"Ayxvanev. 

But doubts could be raised that a true dissimilation is at work. There are a good many 
examples in which о or À is dropped leaving vowels in hiatus or with no 0 or A nearby. E. р. @avi- 
тідес IP? 1604.83 (+ 121605, cf. SEG 24.160) (ca. 376?) inv.; Фибүоо II? 11962 (ante 350) 
зер. mon., the correct Pudygo in the other copy, II? 11961; 'Avuqiov (Юг”Аутьрд00) II? 6559 
(post 300) sep. mon.; Gavitudes) II? 1615.56 (post 358/7) шу. (L.); Kmowñs Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.231, по.13 (pp.226ff.), line 115 (350—345) inv.; Danged[s] ІР 7597 (s. IVa.?) sep. 
mon.; 'Atbávógov Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., line 50 (281/0) cat.; Фауохеоус 12 5434 
(s. Ша.); “Ахебмоя (known only from Fauvel's copy) II? 4566 (400—350) ded. (priv.); Мтхоб- 
бос (for Myroóðwgos) SEG 22.174 (= Il? 5762) (з. Пр.) sep. mon.; cf. МеХаубіс Neoxe[ 
(probably for NeoxAéoc), graffito on а fifth-century sherd, Hesperia, suppl. 2 (1939) p.226, 
fig. 144, p. 121, no. B47 (cf. note 20 on p.400 of Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949]); and several ex- 
amples on vases, e.g. Atoxátec ABV p.337, Rycroft painter по. 24; 'Ayaovxáz[sc] ход 01с 
Hesperia 27 (1958) p.157, plate 45c (= ARV? p.20, early red-figure) (cf. infra); XaxvMov 
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ARV? p.58, Oltos по.51; TIMOKATE$ ARV? p.1610; VEAO$ ARV? p.1594, no.49 
(= Aéayeos). The majority of these examples look like careless omissions, especially those like 
“АғЕ4убооу, etc. leaving vowels in hiatus. Certainly clerical mistakes are £A(A) Aeó[vrot (should 
be printed é) A«edoó[vtot as the mason merely carved lambda and epsilon in the wrong order) 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 178 (ca. 414) inv.; ХАЙППО (note sequence of upright 
hastae) II? 1951.71 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat., for Хаїоіллою. Even less convincing seem attempts 
(e.g. Nachmanson, Lit. infra pp.25—29) to explain loss of 0 or À as due to dissimilation from 
a liquid in another word; the following are probably careless omissions like the preceding: 
’Ayaaxárleç] xoX[ó]s on an early rf. vase cited supra; Exovta xvod, ббх(ос) IP 1524.181 (post 
334/3) inv., it has Хоодда (cf. p.478 supra); єїАхосє Аохобүос Мемлєбс ЇР 1672.23 (b) 
supra, no. 8) (329/8) inv.; Гохёа. “НоахХебуйс II? 8608 (s. Іа.) sep. mon.; aov péyi " є" xac IP. 
1368.161 (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, péyou ib. 90, next to doyvoíov; Ебфаїос *Agioto- 
voc IP 1798.8 (190/1 p.) pryt. cat. 

Certainly clerical is Гаухіа for l'Avxía in the sep. mon., II? 11545: lambda was erroneously 
crossed to produce an alpha. The Zjuxs(ag of II? 1927.125 may well be Fourmont’s misreading 
of Ўшхоѓас. А strange sort of copying error has caused Mntwddweos to be carved for Myted- 
ӛшоосіп the sep. mon., ЇЇ? 8479. 

A number of examples of omission of о or À allegedly due to dissimilation must be corrected: 
II? 1239.1 (бп. 5. IVa.) decree (phratry): Au ф|оахосох (following the better copy of Milch- 
hófer); ІІ? 1034.5 (98/7) decree: ооулроєброц П2 1368.107—108 (ca. 162/3р.) ІоБассһі 
regulations: Елос фоугіто» (L.); II? 2481.17 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat: AYH = not Aurelius, but 
Avienus, cf. J.H. Oliver in TAPA 71 (1940) p.303 (cf. p. 391 supra). 

The interpretation of the name ”ОоӨоүбоос, in the cat., II? 1956.157 (fin. s. IVa.) (L.), as for 
'Og6oayóoac with loss of о through dissimilation is entirely erroneous, cf. 40.013, no.8, 
p. 479 supra. 

While the clerical omission of any letter occurs occasionally in inscriptions, the omission of 
0 and À is scarcely frequent enough (the examples on the foregoing pages are about all from 
Attica) to justify restorations like: t@ogé SEG 21.3.10; хжб(Вала #]|[с доба in lines 3-4 
of SEG 10.34 (= 1245.3-4); Jeel = v]esoe[vvàt Hesperia 9 (1940) рр.55-56, no.4; tol = 
х | ос Peek, AG 1, p.20, no.61 (= ІР 8329). Further study has already corrected 09960 
of II? 4546 to déEouey, cf. Annuario n.s. 11-13 (1949-51) p. 123. 


Lit.: Cf. 40.011; MS? p.82, notes 700—703; E.Nachmanson, Altgriechische Volkssprache 
рр.4-29. 


40.023 алароаот(о)ос, 06ouaoct(o)tc, шх(о)бс, etc. 


The following variations between spellings with and without 0 аге due to variant 
formative elements: 
1) dAófaoroc: Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, line 234 (= 1? 330.8) inv. (са. 414); I2 1644.5 
(ca. 350) inv. (L.). 
алараотооу: II? 1501.17 (340—330) inv. (L.); II? 1534 B.178 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. (L.); 
II? 1539.11 (215/4) inv.; Hesperia 46 (1977) p.259 (175—150) inv. 
Always without о is алаВастодўхт II? 1424а (іп add.).333, 337 (369/8) inv.; I? 1425.271 
(368/7) inv. 
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2) беонастіс: I? 1515.21 (post 345/4) inv. (L.); II? 1514.29 (post 344/3) inv.; ІР 1425.379 
(cf. addenda to II? 1425 and commentary to 12 1424a[in add.].287). 

9ёораотох: II? 1414.42 (post 385/4) inv. 

BéQuavotic: Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, lines 97, 98 (ca. 414) inv.; II? 1424a (in add.).287 
(369/8) inv. (1... 

Uncertain: II? 1516.8 (post 344/3) inv., stoichedon, but lines of unequal length. The ther- 
mast(r)is and the thermaust(r)is were apparently the same, cf. Hesperia 27 (1958) pp.219—220; 
pp.324— 327, where attestations of Әеошамотис and examples from literary writers are assembled. 
For the accent, cf. Ch. Charitonides, Platon 4 (1953) p.98. 


3) Aifavonic (the only spelling thus far attested from Athens): II? 1534B.168, 219 (247/6, cf. 
SEG 16.118) inv. (L.). 

4) мхбс: II? 47.12 (init. s. IVa.) decree (L.); II? 1400.9 (390/89) inv. (L.); II? 1407.10 (384/3) 
inv.; II? 1424а (in add.).154, 266, 274, 289, 385, 393 (369/8) inv.; but шхобс in ib. 8, 11, 268, 
376, etc. (L.); I? 1640.18, 20, 32 (354/3) inv. The spelling is too frequent to be due to careless 
omission; it must be an actual variant (cf. 42.0212a, nos. 7—11). For (о)шхобс etc. and further 
discussion, cf. 42.0212 infra. 

5) Only Фаїбуумтіїс, not Фолбоуутфс, is attested: II? 5064, Il? 5072 (aet. Rom.) theatre-seats; 
II? 4075.4 (post 150 p.) ded.; II? 1828.27 (post ca. 218 p.) pryt. cat. 

Lit.: Cf. 40.011; MS? p.82, notes 704—707. 


40.03 Confusion of о and À 


о occurs for À in a few very late Roman examples: 
1) Каолодууюс (= Calpurnius?) I? 2242.33 (238/9 aut 242/3p.) eph. cat. (cf. 40.022b, 
no. 6, p. 481 supra); 
2) Ёбёрлиотос II? 2245.222 (262/3 aut 266/7р.) eph. cat, ЕдЕХАлиотос ib. 414, ”ЕМипотос 
ib. 215, "EAnívewoc ib. 20, names in ?ЕАл1ф- in ib. 331, 353 (L.); 
3) тооџўот (= толийот) II? 13224.6 (s. Ш/ТУ p.) sep. mon. (lost). 
Cf. убокесу бойламоу for xàXxeov боёлоуоу on а defixio from the Agora, inv. no. IL 493, 
line 27 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.389, no.3, which needs correction; the new reading is that of 
D. Jordan). This tablet was found in a well with a deposit of material of s. Ip., but its ortho- 
graphy and writing look like s. Шр. 


Probably later than the limits set for this study are no.3 and examples on early 
Christian sepulchral monuments not included іп IG IP: "Еорлібіос IG III, no. 3466; 
”Ерлбихос IG III, no. 3526; 4беофоі IG Ш, no. 3531. 

Both metathesis and À for о іп IG ПІ, no.3486, another sep. mon. probably later 
than the limits imposed on this study: bAcBovagiw. 

The correct reading in Hesperia 32 (1963) p.48, no.71 (186/7 p.) ded., is not “ОХ ос for 
”Оофос, cf. Hesperia 32 (1963) p.318, but Фафіос. The 'Aoco]&Ai[vat for "Acoegitar of the 
tribute list, ATL 2, no. 12, col. 3.16 (— I? 202.16) (443/2), rests only on the authority of Pittakes" 
copy. 

Lit.: MS? p.83, note 713; Lademann p.119. 
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40.04 *OXvtteoc 


Dipinti on Attic vases have always in the earlier period "OAvt(t)evc, or sometimes 
”ОХод(0)60с (with -со- from epic?), e.g. ”ОХот(1)Е0с: Paralipomena p.72, Sokles 
(= Furtwängler, Beschreibung no.1737; for the reading "Одутею, cf. Н. Schaal, 
Griechische Vasen [= Bilderbefte zur Kunst- und Kulturgeschichte des Altertums 3; 
Bielefeld und Leipzig, 1930] 1 [black figure] plate 17, no.32); ABV p.76, Kleitias 
по.1 (= HBF p.152); ARV? p.62, Oltos no.83 (= CVA, France 17, plates 5, 6); 
ARV? p.227, Eucharides painter no.12 (— E.Pottier, Vases antiques du Louvre, 
Troisiéme Série [Paris, 1922] p.190, no. G163; HRF 1, p.359, no.17); ARV? p.319, 
Onesimos по.5 (= НЕЕ 1, p.394, по.9); ARV? p.361, Triptolemos painter no.7; 
ARV? p.458, Makron no.2 (= HRF2, p.80, no.25; AJA 38 [1934] plate 14); ARV? 
p.460, Makron no.13 (= НКЕ2, p.82, по.26).”ОХотёс ARV? p.814, Followers of 
Makron по.97 (= K. Friis Johansen, The Iliad in Early Greek Art [Copenhagen, 
1967] p. 171, fig. 67); etc. 

"Одмо(о)е0с: ABV p.338, near the Rycroft painter no.3 (= CVA, Italy 20, plate 
13); ARV? p.289, Siren painter no.1 (= CVA, England 3, plate 20.1; for the in- 
scription, cf. Pfuhl, Malerei no.479); 'QAvoosóg ARV? p.1300, Penelope painter 
no.1 (= FR plate 138.2; cf. Pfuhl, Malerei no.559); “Омооефс: ARV? p.1300, 
Penelope painter no.2 (= FR plate 142; Textband 3, p.127) (for the v— v, cf. 14.01 
supra). 

In the later period: "Одудаєйс, ARV? p.1177, Aison no.48 (= HRF 2, p.184, 
no. 12), dating from the end of the fifth century В.С. 

All the theories about the etymology are unsatisfactory and the history of the word 
is likely to remain obscure. The variation 1t— 00 — Е probably points to a non-Greek 
origin. The Хг-6 variation may be related to the АА ~ № seen in Carian (cf. 46.0122, 
p.558 infra), or be only the result of attempts to relate the name to 65vvn and related 
words. 

Lit.: Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 146-148; MS? p. 83, note 714. 


40.05 I fore 


A handful of examples in which I appears for о after a stop or 9 сап be assembled: 

EYIYXOPOLXIN (= evevxdeotow) 12 1084.2 (= Wilhelm, Beiträge pp.35ff., 
по.22) (са. 431?) sep. mon., obviously carelessness, сі. AGHNAX = °АӨўусис іп 
same line; 

OIX[.JMENIO for 'O«x[o]u£vio(c) Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, line 165 
(ca. 414) inv.; 

КАЛЛІЕТІАТН (= КаХдистодту)) II? 13000 (365—340) sep. mon., cf. NIKA- 
PITHZ, probably for Nvxagétng in the same text (cf. 7.012b, no.9, p. 142 supra) (L.); 

TO XIEQN EIMAPTAI (= tò хоғфу ёЇраотол) 12 8708.5 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 
clearly graphic mistake; 

ПІАТТОМ II? 1304.10 (post 211/0) decree (troops); 
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MATIOSENIZ (for Матоовеуіс) AM 67 (1942) p.111, no.215 (= 1129318) 
(s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 

АМТІПАТІОХ Ї 7504 (s. l/I p.) sep. mon.; 

XIONOYZ (= xoóvovc) II? 13167 (s. III/IV p.) sep. mon. 

But in another sep. mon., II? 7023 (са. 350), the reading is "АХЕбубоом (L.). 

These cases of I for о are graphic mistakes without phonetic significance; the stone- 
cutter forgot to return and finish the rho, or it was finished in paint, now no longer 
preserved. А similar incomplete rho may be seen in boeaigíov of Hesperia 39 (1970) 
pp.47—53, line 12 (s. Ша.), a lex sacra containing numerous other letters which are 
unfinished, cf. Hesperia 39, pp. 48—49. In II? 13000, 112 8708 supra there are other 
errors which are purely graphic. For the same graphic mistake involving intervocalic 
rho, cf. AIOAQIO (= Аһюобфооо) REG 73 (1960) p.88, line 21 (= SEG 23.87) (ca. 
390—375) pryt. саг.; AYIIHIA (= Xvztnoó) II? 6873.5 (post 350) sep. mon.; etc. 

Lit.: Lademann p. 129. 


41.00 The nasals у, v 


41.01 Internal omission of nasal consonants 


For omission of final nasals, cf. 48.06, pp.636—637 infra; for ovpay-, cf. 43.012, no.3, 
p.515 infra. 


41.011 Omission of nasals before stops 


In the position before a stop within a word the nasal consonants are sometimes not 
indicated in the orthography. Some of these omissions may be no more than graphic 
mistakes, but the phenomenon is sufficiently well documented to justify the view that 
there existed a tendency to drop the nasal in this position, possibly with nasalization 
of the preceding vowel. It is noteworthy that many of the examples involve a nasal 
before a consonant cluster (cf. nos. 2, 4, 12, 22, 24—25, 27—30). 

Examples of omitted nasal consonants before following stops date from all periods, 
but are not normally found in decrees and documents in which the writing is of a high 
standard. Comparison of the numerous dipinti with omitted nasals with the examples 
on stone indicates that the most common instances of omitted nasal before a stop are 
voqn, ZxaPwvidye, "О/лула-, and -оубо- becoming -або-. 

Lit.: MS? p.84, note 716; Lademann p.75. 


Examples: 
Before л: 
1) "Ололабу[ хос̧ Hesperia 25 (1956) p.63 (= Agora 21, p.12, no. C5) (525—500) graffito 
(L); 
2) Ходуломаубс II? 10261a(in text) (са. 350—300) sep. mon.; the ethnic here written with 
non-Attic vocalism, cf. 6.0421 a, р. 133 supra; 
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3) "ОХуликос II? 2191.34 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.; 

4) Әоллеоу (= ё Ларлтоёоу?) II? 6639 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon. Known only from an early 
copy; cf. 48.0217, p. 587 infra. 

For ТЭүилбАрос, cf. 41.022 infra. 
Before В: 

5) дл yovBoAóv Hesperia 15 (1946) p.249, no.78, line A51 (on p.250) (= 126.43, corrected) 
(ante 460) decree; 

6) Bafiós(o[. Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 206, no. 2, line 14 (post 367/6) inv. (mines). For Варрд-, 
cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.210, no.5, line 89 (са. 350); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.2, по. S2, 
lines 22, 42 (350s); П2 1582.57 (cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no.16) (342/1) all in- 
ventories of mines; 

7) Ұхафо BCH 87 (1963) pp. 668—669 (400—350) dikast's pinakion; 

8) E]xaBo Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff., line 380 (= 112 1557.7, corrected) (ca. 330—320) 
manumission catalogs, У)хароу ib. 384 (= ІІ? 1557.11, corrected); Ухонфо ib. 523 
(= I? 1557.81) (L.); 

9) ovBaAóvu II? 1673.14 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p. 112) inv. Has xéte for лЕуте, cf. no.21 infra. 
As there are many careless omissions in this text, omitted nasals may be clerical mistakes 
@.); 

10) Ухафоууібоу II? 7408 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon. (L.); 
11) тоо (= торфо) II? 11474 (s. Пр.) зер. mon. 
СЕ. also ]vovBoec (= Z]voópufonc?) graffito, Agora 21, p.35, по. F84 (ca. 450). 


Before ф: 
12) AJago[axevot 1? 301.93 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) inv.; 
13) Nugayévo[v SEG 17.82 (= Archeion Pontou 22 [1958] p. 157) (ca. 350) ded.; 
14) убфаціс) II? 4650.1 (s. IV a.) ded. (priv.). 


Before 1: 
15) 60avou (= 0avóvu) Maia 20 (1968) p.370, no.4 (= SEG 25.60) (s. У/Уа.) sep. mon.; 
16) Savotor (= $avóvtow) 12 1016.2 (= 1САА р. 136, no.41; LSAG p.77, по.22) (ca. 540?) 
sep. mon. Perhaps clerical; same text has prepa for uvēpa (cf. p. 642 infra) (L.); 
17) єйоохбт IP. 1237.112 (396/5) decree (phratry); 
18) IP? 1177.20 (са. 350) decree (deme): xeixau for хғіутоц; ib. 17: xeivtat. Careless omission?; 
19) 'Exqaxíóov AE 1961, Chronika р. 13, no. 35 (350—300) sep. шоп. 
20) oixobt. II? 1672.84, 88, et al. (329/8) inv.; оіхобут ib. 110. This text contains many 
casual omissions, but cf. Introduction p. 14 supra (L.); 
21) лете II? 1673.15 (333/2? cf. АЕ 1971, p.112) inv.; olxodtog ib. 29 (cf. no.9 supra) (L.); 
22) Лоќтлоо (= Aévtdov, Lentulus) Peek, AG 2, p.21, no.47 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon., for the 
syncope, cf. 28.03, p. 406 supra; for а = [e], cf. 15.013, no. 96, p. 299 supra. 
For Фитіос̧, cf. 46.0124, p. 558 infra. 
Before б: 


23) Medator I? 196, col. 3.42 (= ATL 2, no.7, со]. 4.36) (448/7) tribute list. Elsewhere in these 
texts only Mevdaion (L.); 

24) Нүцособос(- 'Hyfjcavóooc) II? 11564 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon.; 

25) Мёабоос Меубудоом II? 6689 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.); 

26) "АХовадом II? 2315.36 (post 180) cat. Seen only Бу Pittakes; 
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27) Ад|оабоос Hesperia 21 (1952) p.359, no.7, line 63 (135/4) decree; 
28) ГАРғЕабоеос IP 9101 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.); 

29) “АХғЕабооу II? 6806 (s. Ip.) sep. топ. 

30) “АХ<Еобоос II? 2124.36 (190—200 p.) eph. cat. (L.). 

An insctibed sherd from Mount Hymettus may offer a very early example, if the interpretation 
of the letters ]euaóoo[ as |е йсу»додіс is correct, cf. L$AG p.76, no.3a (text on p.401) 
(7 Hesperia, suppl. 16 [1976] p.23, no.50) (early seventh c.). But this interpretation is ex- 
ceedingly doubtful. 


Before 8: 

31) Фолб о Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.401, no. 14c (init. s. Va.) ostracon; 

32) Хлідадрос II? 12643 (= I? 1087, in add., p.304) (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon. Pittakes’ copy has 
УПІОАРОХ; Wilhelm's Улфобоос (i.e. Xqóóooc) seems unacceptable, cf. Attische 
Urkunden 4 (= SB Vienna 1938) р. 14; 

33) Olvá$nc Hesperia 21 (1952) p. 372, no. 18 (s. IV/IlIa.) horos. 


Before x: 
34) М№ЕЛахбиа (= МеХаүхбиа?) Agora 21, p. 33, no. F46 (init. s. Va.) graffito; 
35) “Ахооауй II? 7897 (s. Ip.) зер. mon.; 
36) “АхооауҢ Deltion 25 (1970) p. 73, no. 16 (s. I/II p.) sep. топ.; 
37) фхіпс II? 13224.10 (s. III/IV p.) sep. mon.; for духіа, cf. II? 3199.11 (s. Шр.) ded. (L.). 


For солих, cf. 47.021, p. 574 infra. 


Before ү: 


38) ovygaqág II? 1670.25 (са. 330) іпу.; 
39) "AyeX[vavóc? II? 2162.6 (s. Пр.) eph. cat. 


Doubtful cases: 
40) houv' бу (= óvuv?) I? 186/7B.4 (ca. 450) decree (deme); 
41) MAT[ (= Мао» 02) Il? 1034 d (not part of II? 1034 abc).9 (s. Ia.?) cat. fr. (L.); 
42) ёлоуоато (for Елоцфоауто) II? 1030.6 (post 94/3) decree (L.); 
43) JOTEZ for youvagylovtes I? 310.25 (cf. SEG 10.225) (429/8) inv.; 
44) |үхоофиц = --тоо Фімтіас 12807 (+ SEG 10.336) (has four-bar sigma, but uncertain if 

really later than ca. 450—445) ded. 

Corrections: II? 10261 (= LSAG p.371, no.39) (fin. s. Уа.?) sep. mon.: УуХорВошуй (L.); 
Р 778 (fin. s. Vla./init. s. Va.?) ded.: vóuqauaw, cf. M. Mitsos, Robinson Studies 2, p.349, 
по. 1 (L.); II? 1297.29 (237/6) decree (thiasotai): 'Ivóóv (L.); II? 2067.169 (154/5 р.) eph. cat.: 
"Exivyyévov (gamma cemented ир, but clear, L.). 
The dipinti offer many comparable examples. E. g.: КЕсоГ орос ABV р. 40, Sophilos no. 21 (part of 
ABV p.42, no. 36, cf. Paralipomena p.18; CVA, Greece 1, plate 1.1—2) (ca. 575—550, cf. LSAG 
p.77, по.14); убфол, "Атадате ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152); oqíxc (four times) 
ABV p.163, Glaukytes no.2 (= FR plate 153.1; HBF p.60, no.3); тебі (= тбубі) ABV p.171, 
Sakonides nos.1, 5; АОФІТРІТЕ (if O is a false start for Ф) ARV? p.21, Sosias no.1 (= 
Pfuhl, Malerei йо.418; HRF2, p.422, no.1); “Олола- for 'OAvum- ABV p.365, Leagros 
group no. 65; ARV? p.25, по. 1 (a) (Phintias?); ARV? p. 1699, bf. lekythos by the Kephisophon 
painter (but ”ОХоуллбдорос, ARV? p.316, Proto-Panaetian group no.4); убфес ARV? p.61, 
Oltos по.74 (= FR plate 83; HRF 2, p.258, по. 29); ARV? p.62, Oltos no. 86 (= Smith, Cat- 
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alogue 3, p.53, no. E18); ARV? p.972, Lewis painter no.2 (— CVA, Austria 1, plate 39.1, 2); 
Катабоа ARV? p.163, Paseas по.4 (= J. Davreux, La Légende de la Propbétisse Cassandre 
[Paris, 1942] plate 24, fig.45; HRF 1, p.144, no.4); МЕуабоос ARV? p.246, Painter of the 
Munich Amphora no.8; Tuuáðga, Тотбоёос ARV? p.459, Makron no.4 (= CVA, Germany 
21, text pp.33—34, no. F2291); Аблоу ARV? p.1035, Midas painter nos.1 (the final ny is 
turned on its side) and 2 (= CVA, England 4, plate 22.4); лтеровта (= xtegdevta) ARV? 
p- 1060, Polygnotos group no. 145, cf. J.D. Beazley, Vases in Poland, pp.9—10; H.R. Immer- 
wahr, Book Rolls p.26; agi (= арфі) ARV? p.431, Douris no.48 (= CVA, Germany 21, 
plate 77) (the suggestion of Immerwahr, Book Rolls p. 19, note 1 that the nasal of арфі has found 
its way into the деіудеу two lines below has perhaps a small chance of being correct, cf. 41.021 
infra); °?ЕхёАабос ARV? p.1318, Aristophanes no.1 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 119). For 
Pitias, cf. 46.0124, p. 558 infra. 

Cf. also Пафідом for Парфідом on the defixio, IG Ш.3, по. 56.2 (date?); дматіа (= évaviia), 
блата, ayoeatas, ёлолоХба, тибтцо]. on another defixio, IG IIL3, по.110 (400—375), 
also omitting final -v in тў тйхупім| (cf. 48.06, pp. 637 ff. infra) (this text not Attic?). 


41.012 Other internal omissions of nasal consonants 


In a few places a nasal is omitted when the final consonant of a cluster. Attempts 
to simplify the cluster may be the explanation for (оша on the ded., II? 3123 (450- 
440? cf. DAA p.207); тошоу occurs in a graffito of the mid-sixth century, 'IOuóvvxoc 
in a cat. of ca. 150 B. C., cf. 47.013, p. 573 infra. 

But the following are probably just clerical omissions: отадбу I? 248.217 (414/3) 
inv.; отабу 12 253.272 (411/0) inv.; Әюүтү (for Aroyvýtov?) Hesperia 23 (1954) 
p.242, no. 15, line 8 (264/3) decree; Avyov II? 1365.18 (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult 
of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia (the correct Avyvov in the other copy, 
II? 1366.11). СЕ. 46.04, p.569 infra. 

For the simplification of -уу- via [nn] to [n] as in yivopat for yéyvoyat, cf. 46.033, 
p. 562 infra. 

The spelling ЕсВВӨ belongs with the examples іп the section on assimilation of nasals in 
composition, cf. 48.06, p. 637 infra. 

Latin -ns- is retained in Knvowgetvos: П2 4200/01 (s. Ip.) ded.; П2 3189 (ante 150p.) ded. 
Elsewhere -n- is lost: 'Ogtfjovoc: II? 1077.44 (209/10 p.) decree; II? 1826.29 (post ca. 217 p.) 
pryt. cat; Knowgetvoc: II? 4113 (42-40) ded. (L.); II? 3604.11 (ca. 150p.) ded. In spellings 
like Поаќотс, cf. Hesperia 11 (1942) p.45, no.14, pryt. cat. of 148/9p.; Kofjoxnc, cf. IE? 
1817.22 (paulo ante 220/1p.) pryt. cat. (L.); and other nominatives of the same type, the loss 
of -n- is due to a desire to Hellenize the Latin -ens, -entis to -1¢, -evvoc, cf. Korjoxevu іп the 
sep. mon., II? 119092 (in text) (s. I/IlIp.). For Ko(v)oravtivoc, cf. 47.013, p.574 infra. 


41.02 Parasitic nasals 
41.021 Development of parasitic nasals before consonants 


a) In extremely rare instances, an obtrusive nasal stop appears before another 
consonant, usually a stop. The examples not involving foreign words are few: 
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1) "АвУдмімлос II? 10589 (ante 350) sep. mon.; 

2) үлфутас IG Ш.З, no. 86.4 (s. Ша.?) defixio; 

3) Әчасоутфу II? 1273.20—21 (289/8?) decree (thiasotai) (L.); 
4) ефоеуфе(ас IT? 1327.19 (178/7) decree (orgeones) (L.); 

5) Памоудіка ЇЇ? 6085 (s. Па.) sep. топ. for Pavodixa? (L.); 
6) Авцдаубекіугіоу II? 4945 (s. П/Шр.) ded.; 

7) “АХхцуотиоудбс II? 2245.109 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat. 


The peculiar spelling 4оуүуоіоу for dgyveiou on an archaic ded. may belong here, 
cf. Hesperia 4 (1935) p. 148, no. 1 (fin. s. VIa.). 


Similar examples occur in dipinti: 'AvovovotéAeg ARV? p.365, Triptolemos painter no.61 
(= НКЕ 1, p.287, по.95); аєѓубєу ARV? p.431, Douris по. 48 (= CVA, Germany 21, plate 77); 
Н.К. Immerwahr, Book Rolls p. 19, note 1, has suggested that the missing nasal of the first line 
is the unwanted пу of deívóev (cf. 41.011, p. 488 supra). Cf. also Өєоухтіотох on a late Roman 
sep. mon. (probably post 300 p.), IG Ш, no.3545. 

The inserted nasal seen in вламадпирдйсєти, xavaAnugüoow in the imperial letter, 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., lines E 13, E 77 (ca. 175 p.), is an analogical extension from 
the present AapBdavw. The spelling with the nasal is one of the ones standard in the Koine; it 
occurs in papyri from s. Ша. on, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.761, note 4; Mayser -Schmoll р. 166, 
ба. But Graindor read A]npovtat, not Àn]uspovtat, in II? 2773 (ca. 240 p.). 

A peculiar case of a final nasal inserted may occur in лєобєүлооцогүхтєтуцотон (= лебі 
58 лофо” Ехтетаумото42) on а sep. mon. of a Phoenician, 12 8388.4 (= GVI 1, p. 479, no. 1601), 
with other peculiarities (I for [č], cf. 7.012b, no. 12, р. 143 supra; свідоме for ѓуӨроћоу, 
cf. 16.011, p.302 supra). It is possible that an intrusive nasal occurs in lyx- for ёх- also, i.e. 
{inkt]? But others have taken dey as & ёх and ІГК could be a purely graphic mistake (EEK left 
unfinished and the correction forgotten or concealed by paint), cf. 48.0211, p.580 infra. For 
xéxovvyau, cf. 48.0411 b, p. 596 infra. 


b) A tendency for the parasitic nasal to develop in Hellenized forms of certain 
foreign words can be recognized. Thus the "Аудоавис, parent of a non-Athenian on 
a sep. mon., II? 9288 (aet. Rom.), is probably a variant with parasitic nasal of "Aóga- 
ос, known as the founder of Adramyttion and a deity in Phrygia and elsewhere, cf. 
Schulze, Lit. infra, p.367 (= KS? p.281); elsewhere there is variation between ’Adga- 
and ^Axga- (cf. 46.0112) and between -р- and -В- (cf. 41.04 infra). The anthroponym 
Хмифбас (man’s name derived from Latin subsellius; for final -іс, cf. 28.01, no.59) 
occurring оп an eph. cat., 12 2243.183 (post 243/4 p.) (L.), may belong here, although 
the influence of avv can also be suspected; there is even a back-form in Latin: sym- 
pselion, cf. Corpus Glossariorum Latinorum 3, p.418.46. In other cases there is 
interchange of uf and ВВ: thus the name Zapfats(g on the sep. mon. of a woman 
from Ankyra, II? 7931 (s. Ia./s. Ір.), is a variant of names іп oapf-, e.g. Zappa of 
the late Roman sep. mon., IG Ш, no.3460; Хошфдлтас occurs on another, IG III, 
по.3525, and ХауВатіс is the name of a female slave іп II? 10590а (іп add.) (s. П/ 
Шр.) sep. mon. A tendency to avoid ВВ (at least in writing) may be seen in the ”Аофр- 
Bac of codd., while the only Attic inscription with the word has ’AovBBas, cf. II? 
226.6, 26, 29, 33, 35, and 37 (ca. 343/2) decree. 
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Cases like £&vvov for Eüvov in the decree, Hesperia 38 (1969) p.425, no.2, line 7 (220/19), 
are probably without phonetic significance (cf. Morphology). 

Еог'Ауууобаюс, cf. 46.033 а infra. 
Lit.: MS? p.84, note 717; Lademann p.119; W. Schulze, ZVS 33 (1895) pp.366ff. (= KS? 
pp. 281 ff.); Schwyzer, GG 1, p.231 y. 


41.022 TAnuxóAeuoc 


Dipinti and stone inscriptions agree in always having the nasal in TAnuxóAeyuoc: 
cf. ABV p.178, Tlempolemos potter no. 1, ТАєулодец- (twice); ARV? p.23, Phintias 
no.7, cf. p.1699 (= FR plate 71); ARV? p.1625, Euergides painter no.52 bis; ARV? 
p. 1699, cup in Cervieto: TAeuxóAevogc. Stone texts: 12 50.2 (440/39) decree; I? 1076 
(= LSAG p.371, no.46) (s. Va.?); 11212817 a (in add. nova) (ca. 350) sep. monuments. 
In Attic inscriptions on stone no instance without the -p- occurs. The restoration 
'TAnzóf[Aepoc іп ІІ? 1231.2-3 is not apt to be right; note that although this stoich. 
text has been restored with 25 letters in each line, lines four and five each have 26; 
thus line two may also have had 26 letters, enabling the restoration of TÀnuxó]Aepoc. 
The T[A]nxóAeyov given for a defixio, IG IIL3, no.101.8 (init. s. IVa.), is subject to 
some uncertainty. 

Lit.: cf. 41.021; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 235. 


41.023 Мчоовуофтта, Морриуобута 


The deme Mveervois, Мооовуофутос, in the tribe of Pandionis, has the demotic 
Mvoovo^?otoc, e.g. II? 1753.41 (ca. 330) pryt. cat., etc.; the unusual demotic Mvg- 
овуоутбҘеу in the sep. mon., II? 6897 (ante 350), belongs here also; the first omicron 
is O for ov as in tóc for toc, etc. А dative/locative Мороіуобути is also attested. The 
other deme, Мусоуобтта, Моооуобтттс, in the tribe of Aigeis, has the demotic бү 
or ёх Моррмуобтсис, e.g. II? 1749.66, 84 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.), II? 1939.8 (130—120) 
cat., etc. From the first century B.C. there appears the spelling Ех Морогуодутцс, 
This spelling may be the result of the development of a parasitic nasal, but influence 
of the other demotic is perhaps a more important factor. The spelling without the 
nasal is still found in the Roman Period, at least in the earlier part of it. 

£x Муо(олуофуттіс (for -о/00- cf. 43.01352, p.521 infra): 

1) 026912 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 

2) I? 1963.28 (13/2) eph. cat.; 

3) II? 1967.14 (36/7 p.) eph. cat.; 

4) II? 1765.34 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat.; 

5) I? 6923 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); 

6) 026919 (5. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

7) 02 1815.4 (ca. 200 p.?) pryt. cat.; 

8) 126915 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

9) II? 6925 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
10) IP 6914 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon. 
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£x Моо(о)ууойтттс (Roman Period only): 
11) II? 2338.24 (27/6—18/7) cat.; 
12) IP 1722.10 (post 9/8) cat.; 
13) 112 6913 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
14) 122 2273 2 (aet. Rom.?) cat. 


For earlier examples of ёх Мчо(олуофттто, cf. e.g. Indices to IG II, p.73. 
Lit.: cf. 41.021. 


41.03 Confusion оҒ and v 


An interchange of џ and v occurs very rarely at all periods. The early examples, on 
ostraca, etc. and sometimes doubtful (nos.1—4), could be due to inability of the 
semi-literate writers to distinguish the two nasals properly, but they are more likely 
tö be true graphic errors, i.e. either insufficient knowledge of the alphabet or, when 
ny occurs for my, careless omission of the final hasta of the my. In nos.4 and 11, 
и appears for v as the first element in a consonant cluster, a place where the nasal 
was weak and perhaps realized as nasalization of the vowel (cf. 41.011 supra); the 
use of my here might also be due to lack of standardization in cases like обулос/ 
сбилас (cf. especially no. 11 and 48.042, pp. 601 ff. infra). It is also difficult to decide 
whether a few cases of p for final v before consonants might be due to variations like 
that between e.g. tóu and tóv before labials (cf. nos.5, 9-10, 21 = 48.07, nos. 1—3, 
5, p. 638 infra). Assimilation of one nasal to another in an adjacent syllable might be 
the explanation in some cases (viz. nos.3, 6, 8, 9, 13, 14), but in stone texts at least 
there is a high probability that the use of the wrong letter in these instances is a 
copying mistake: the mason's eye went to the wrong syllable on the text which he 
was copying or he carved the same letter twice by a kind of inertia. It is highly likely 
that пов.8-9а, 12-14, and 18 are just copying mistakes, and nos.7 and 15 are 
certainly that. 

Lit.: MS? p.85, note 721. 


Examples: 

1) P. Jacobsthal, Winckelmannsprogramm (Berlin) 93 (1933) p.19, no.4 (= IGAA p.145, 
no. 59a; SEG 10.398) (fin. s. VIa.?) marble discus: EINI (for ғіш?); 

2) ABV p.39, no.15 (= НВЕ p.336, по.2) (ca. 575—550) dipinto on dinos by Sophilos: 
Nvoau. Possibly for Motoat? cf. AJP 74 (1953) p.322; but cf. 13.04, p.260 supra. СЕ. 
TAeunóAevosc in 41.022 supra; 

3) МӨ|вубоиос Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p. 401, no. 14c (init. s. V a.) ostracon; 

4) Х)лцидооо Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p. 402, no. 15 (s. V a.) ostracon; cf. 39.00 supra; 

5) ёлабёроџ тоғс Hesperia 11 (1942) p.334, line 5 (paulo post 490) decree (deme) (= 48.07, 
по. 1); 

6) 'A9vovéoc II? 5338.1 (post 350) sep. mon.; 

7) tõu оіоієї| Өёрхоу II? 1183.17—18 (post 340) decree (deme), (нал, йлаџтос ib. 20; these 
are certainly copying errors, cf. М = nin ib. 22; 

8) xa1aAeAvvévov Hesperia 21 (1952) p.355, no.5, line 13 (337/6) law of the nomothetai; 
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9) Еохтїророс AE 1971, pp.83ff., no.4, lines 71, 74 (= 12 1673.71) (333/2? cf. AE 1971, 

p.112) inv.; the correct Ефхтїноуос in ib. 77 (L.), ofieAíop tòlv ib. 52 (= 48.07, no.2); 

9а) owubóp Hesperia 47 (1978) р. 196 (post 328/7) inv.; 

10) [-- тәу yoo]|[uu]oxéa тәр х|ата ІІ? 521.4-5 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (= 48.07, no. 3) (L.); 

11) Шордюубос ІР 654.2 (285/4) decree (L.); 

12) Махоүёшүу Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, no.1, line 26 (= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree 
(hippeis); 

13) ӨДӨВоүвү 12 1544.45 (333/2) inv.; 

14) "Артбушуос II? 12471 (250—200) sep. mon. (L.); 

15) Воби боо [у Hesperia 39 (1970) pp. 47ff., line 13 (s. Ша.) lex sacra; certainly a copying 
error, of which this text has a great many; 

16) "Афіднаїос II? 2636.4 (date?) horos; 

17) dpopoeipovos II? 3606.21 (ca. 175 p.) ded.; 

18) тїр б ЕотДас II? 3693.7 —8 (ante 250p.) ded. 


Doubtful: 
19) ANEIAI (= дредихтос?) II? 8955.14-15 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon: (L.); 
20) Моогуаба II? 9974 (aet. Rom.) sep. топ.; now only Nv]ou[aa is preserved (L.); 
21) toEevp]atep [8] o[o] II? 1422.8 (post 371/0) inv. (= 48.07, no. 5). 

Cf. the defixiones: IG Ш.3, по.64:9 (s. ТУЛ а.?): Mnuóquioc; ІС Ш.3, по.70.2-3 (400— 
350): MeAapOio. 
Notes and Corrections: IP 1641a(in add.).11 (ca. 350) inv.: Avoyy[otw (the mark taken by 
Kirchner as part of а my is probably not part of any letter, cf. CSCA 6 [1973] рр.297-299) 
(L.); 28374 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.: Тцийубооу, there is a false stroke between the ny and the delta, 
but it is not connected to the ny (L.); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.231, no.31, fr. a, line 12 (= Hesperia, 
suppl. 6 [1941] p. 120, no.25) one of a series of imp. letters dated ca. 176—180 p. (cf. Hesperia, 
suppl. 6, p. 108, по.24 [= ІІ2 1108 + new frr.]): "Avtwvivo[v, where stray marks not part of 
the lettering create the optical illusion of my for ny in the photograph, Hesperia 30, plate 40 
(L.); Hesperia 25 (1956) pp. 375 —377, lines 43, 45 (ca. 465) cas. list: this text is known only 
from a copy of Wheler which contains other anomalies that cannot have been on the stone, and 
Моотоу, Фророу should be rejected. 

The graffito published Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.398, no.10a (= LSAG p.76, no.9c; 
Agora 21, p.12, no. C8) (fin. s. VIa.) is probably not boustrophedon, and line 2 should not read 
hawuuoy[ (= АіюціоуЦ), but uot uíoy«£v, cf. p. 55 supra. 


41.04 Confusion of p and В 


This confusion is usually found only in foreign words. The фӨХуфбос on a defixio, 
IG Ш.3, no. 107.24 (init. s. IV a.), could be a case of assimilation of m-b to b-b, if it is 
an accurate rendition of the writer's pronunciation; Wünsch had some doubt whether 
the text was even Attic or not. For the normal poduB6-, cf. e.g. Hesperia 22 (1953) 
p.264, no.5, line 35 (ca. 414) inv.; ib. p.279, no.7, line 58 (са. 414) inv.; and fre- 
quently in the fourth century, e.g. II? 1666 (356/5—353/2), II? 1670 (са. 330), ІР 
1672.176, etc. (329/8) inventories; etc. A casualty list of 440/39 B.C. attests to the 
existence of Bagvapevot in Attic, cf. 12 943.46, in an epigram. The nasality of the 
initial consonant was lost under the influence of the following dental nasal, i.e. 
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pagvap- changed to Варуаи- by a kind of dissimilation (cf. Lejeune, Phonétique 
p.152 [= Traité? p. 131]). 

Characteristic difficulty in transliterating a foreign word is the explanation for 
"Адравитпубс (for the usual “Абооцимтту- or Атосиотту-, cf. 46.0112, p.557 infra) 
on the sep. mon., 127939 (s. Ip.) (L.), and "Avógofvc on another, II? 9288 (aet. 
Rom.). 

Similar is the variation between LeguuAtés and LegPvAtée іп the tribute lists for the 
name of a town in Chalcidice; the only local coins (of ca. 500 B.C.) have only Хғрых^-, 
cf. HN? p.207. 

Хєофудёс: I? 196.40 (= ATL 2, no.7, col.4.34) (448/7), P 198.29 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6). 
Leouvdrés: 12 191.9 (= ATL 2, no.1) (454/3), ATL 2, no.2, col.9.6 (453/2), 12 200.20 (= 
ATL 2, no. 10, col.2.25) (445/4), I? 201.11 (= ATL 2, по. 11) (444/3), 12 202.28 (= ATL 2, 
no. 12) (443/2), I? 203.27 (= ATL 2, no.13) (442/1), P 205.58 (= ATL 2, no. 15, col. 2.61) 
(440/39), 12 210.26 (= ATL 2, no.20) (435/4), 12 211.9 (= ATL 2, по.21) (434/3). Cf. "Ем 
ZeouvMau in the cas. list, 12 949.50 (423, cf. SEG 25.57). 

Lit.: MS? p.77, notes 663—665. 


42.00 Spirants: [h], [s], and [z] 


42.01 [h] 


42.011 Peculiarities in the use of H — [h] in pre-403 texts in Attic script 


42.0111 Sporadic omissions of Н = [h]; misuse of Н = [h]; 
haAwxagváootot ~ "АМмхарувовіоі, etc. in the tribute lists 


Although H is normally written for [h] in texts in Attic script, instances of its 
omission are not rare. In certain cases there may be a special explanation (cf. 42.0112— 
42.0113 infra), but a sporadic omission of H — [h] is also certainly attested. The 
earliest examples of omitted Н on stone texts are бс for hóg on two archaic sep. 
monuments, IGAA p.127, no.19 (= GVI 1, p.25, по.72; 1? 983) (са. 5252); 12982 
(= IGAA p.147, no.67) (ca. 500?) and бс (= с) on a fragmentary text from 
Marathon, probably a deme decree, Hesperia 11 (1942) p.334, line7 (paulo post 
490); :[0о- in the decree, 12 4.8 (485/4), where the nag’ éxáctouo in ib. 2 might be 
due to elision, cf. 42.0112 infra (for Ереоас in ib. 19, cf. 42.0113 infra); “АМебсту 
in the cas. list, I? 929.3 (са. 460, cf. SEG 14.19), but haAt- in the later decree, I? 87.5, 
26 (424/3). In I? 6.103 (ante 460) decree, read not Jave È ótot, but тёос ауёдото 
E[v]u[oAn(ó]ac, cf. Hesperia 14 (1945) p.77, Face C, line 20. The very small amount 
of text preserved makes it impossible to say whether the following decrees belong 
here or with those texts іп Attic script which avoid H — [h] altogether (cf. infra): 
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бу 1228.9 (ca. 450/49, cf. SEG 23.6); ду I? 29.4, 5 (ante 446); блос 12 32.6 (451/0, 
cf. SEG 21.9). 

After 450 B.C. occasional omission of H= [h] is certainly not unusual in state 
decrees, e.g. evo[foxetar 12 40.10 (ca. 446/5); 'Eowaíag 12 41.3 (ca. 446/5); o£[owv 
12 54.14 (ca. 435/4, cf. SEG 21.33), H = [h] is frequently omitted in I? 57 (inscribed 
423); 1274 (ante 430): ої in line 16, hot in ib. 15, 24, etc.; бүійс̧ іп ib. 20, Етеоа in 
ib. 25, Н = [h] written elsewhere; 12 78 (ca. 430): hoc (= фо) in line 6, three cases об 
omission of H= [h]; 1291/92 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3): Н = [h] often omitted 
without any consistency; oi 1276.3 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222), amdoeor 
ib. 31, Н = [h] elsewhere (L.); 12110 (410/9): relative pronoun spelled both with 
and without H — [h]; the inventories known as Attic Stelai (cf. Hesperia 22 [1953] 
рр.240-291, nos.1—11 [= 12325—334 + new frr.]; Hesperia 43 [1974] p.319, 
no.2) (ca. 414) often omit H = [h] (for Ві баос, cf. p. 502 infra); etc. 

A few texts, chiefly state decrees, consistently avoid H= |В), although they are 
otherwise entirely in Attic script, e.g. 12 14/15 (447/6?, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.121, 
no. 47), decree with Ҹ, but otherwise no Ionic letters (cf. 2.023, no. 1, p. 45 supra), 
has four cases of initial ó-, also 8" ооедЕутес, éu£oag, but no Н = [h]; 1249 (post 
442/1), decree, has no case of H — [h] (lines 17—23 are part of I? 114, cf. SEG 24.15); 
the decree, 12101 (412/1), and the inv., 12310 (429/8), omit H= [h] throughout, 
although they are otherwise entirely in Attic script. In the decree, 1? 22 (450/49, cf. 
SEG 23.7), many irregularities in the stoichedon are apparently due to a last minute 
decision to insert Н = [h]; the change was made before actual carving, as no erasures 
are involved (cf. p.63 supra; Bradeen- McGregor pp.30—33) (L.). In 1294 (418/7) 
decree, Н = [h] is consistently avoided except in the word hiegóv (lines 4, 7, 13, 30); 
cf. the retention of Їнєрду on boundary stones in Ionic script (cf. 1.021 supra). In 
the first decree (= lines 1-38) of I? 108 (410/9) H normally = т, E is rare = n, 
and H is never = [h], although there are no other Ionic letters, О = о, ФУ, XZ (cf. 
2.021, no. 13, p. 43 supra). 

Initial [h] is occasionally omitted in dipinti in Attic script, e.g. YDSEITYVE ARV? 
p.15, Euphronios по.6 (= FR plates 61—62); EVENE ARV? p.53, Oltos no.1 
(= CVA, France 8, plate 27.1—7); etc. 

The sporadic omission of H — [h] in texts in Attic script probably indicates that the 
[h] in Attic was only gently sounded; later orthographic practice does not support the 
view that Attic became psilotic so early. The increase in the number of cases of omitted 
H= [h] after 450 and the appearance of a few texts in Attic script which avoid it 
altogether might be in part due to increasing familiarity with the Ionic writing system. 

The opposite phenomenon, the writing of H — [h] before vowels without aspiration, 
is virtually unknown in fifth-century Attic texts, except in such cases as һооие(с, 
Һоһоци тс, etc. (cf. 42.0113, no.6; 42.0114), where Н = [h] occurs often enough 
to indicate the existence of [h]; or where initial [h] is due to the presence of an aspirate 
stop elsewhere in the word, e.g. héxo, hagududs, etc. (cf. 38.0211а, no.1; 38.0212а, 
по. 18); or where the initial [h] is justified etymologically, e.g. һелліс with [h] from р, 
etc. (cf. 42.0114, nos. 1, 3—7). Possible cases of misuse of initial Н = ГБ), due either to 
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faintness of initial aspiration or even to unfamiliarity with the Old Attic alphabet, 
since by the later fifth century many Athenians probably used the Ionic script for their 
own purposes (cf. the remarks on pp. 33—34 supra), ate: 


1) hegotóóo in I? 920 (= GVI 1, p. 660, no. 2042) (са. 500) sep. mon., if it really is the demotic 
"Eoovkóns, and if that demotic really did not have [h]: it is not otherwise attested in texts which 
write Н = (Б). The word might be a patronymic “Ноомдбис(2) (L.); 


2) Һоліодюу P? 369.12 (post 426/5) inv.; but conceivably the interpretation should be yovotov 
hd дліовібу (2отау), with a careless omission ог an unusual crasis; һоллобофамЕ occurs іп I? 
374.165, but this may be discounted because of the wild use of h- in that text (cf. infra), and 
other cases of блиоӨеу, ОлхоӨо-, etc. are always without initial h- (cf. Indices to IG 12, pp.363— 
364); 


3) Jg heuxoov[& В 297.15 (414/3) inv., has Jng &бхоотї[« ib. 6; initial (Б) would not be expected 
from Ерхоо-, Lejeune, Phonétique p. 180; 
4) ихоштёрас іп 12 313.110 (408/7) inv., although in other texts (xov: 12 94.28 (418/7) 


decree; I? 371.22, 23 (421/0-416/5) inv.; examples of hixgt- in Р 374 are of no value because 
of indiscriminate use of H = [h] in that text (cf. infra); 


5) Бахоло|у I? 314.69 (407/6) inv., but h- of huxoó in ib. 42 is probably etymologically correct 
(cf. 42.0114, по.7, p. 503 infra); 


6) hev (= év) I? 255.303 (407/6) inv., cf. hev in 12 254.283 (408/7) inv.; 


7) һафотоу I? 870 (біп. s. V a.) horos. 

hiAvoóc is attested once; there is no example of сб. But it is better to place it with examples 
in which initial [h] appears justified (cf. 42.0114, no.6). For Һаохто®оос (crasis), cf. 34.01, 
p. 427 supra. 


A strange man's name һаофоХос on the François vase might belong here, cf. ABV 
p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152); the same vase has hevyotogét-, which might 
belong here or be due to aspirate assimilation of a rare type (as іп Xovgetatóv, cf. 
38.0211 a, p. 460 supra). 

Quite another matter is the misuse of H = [h] in the large inv. of work done on the 
Erechtheum, I? 374 (408—406) (L.), in which, although Н = [h] may be omitted or 
written in cases where it is justified, e.g. Ёус in line 135, Һеус, al.; Et in ib. 181, £o in 
ib. 195, etc., it appears very often where there was certainly no aspiration, e.g. 
howxóv- іп ib. 62, 63, 65, and many other places; olxov- іп ib. 56, 61; һелі іп ib. 185, 
261, etc.; һе, ib. 277, 282, etc.; eig іп ib. 58, etc.; and many similar cases. There is 
an indiscriminate use of Н = [h] before all initial vowels without regard to normal 
Attic practice. This unique misuse of H — [h] in I? 374 would be easiest to explain if 
the person responsible for it were himself psilotic and really did not know when to 
write initial [h]. This seems certain from the spelling xatiotãow in line 57, since it 
shows a kind of psilosis quite foreign to Attic texts of any period (cf. 42.012, p.504 
infra). It is probable that the individual responsible for the peculiar treatment of 
aspiration іп I? 374 did not in fact pronounce H = [h], although it can only be specu- 
lated why this occurred. 
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А number of toponyms in the tribute documents vary between spellings with and without 
initial H — [h]: 

haPdeotrat: 12 191.5 (= АТІ2, no.1) (454/3); 12 193.17 (= АТІ.2, no.3) (452/1); В 
195.33 (= АТІ,2, no.5, col.3.21) (450/49); P 196.20 (= АТІ.2, no.7, col.2.27) (448/7); 
12 198.94 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.105) (447/6); I? 200.17 (= ATL 2, по.10, col.2.22) (445/4); 
р 210.8 (= ATL 2, no.20) (435/4); 12212.64 (= ATL 2, по.22, col.2.69) (433/2); I? 213.39 
(= ATL 2, no.23, col. 2.46) (432/1); 12 216/17.29 (= ATL 2, no.26, col. 2.30) (429/8); лаод 
hófótoa: 12 210.19-20 (= АТІ 2, по.20) (435/4); P 213.54 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 2.61) 
(432/1). 

*ABdepitan: 12 218.23 (= ATL 2, no.25) (430/29); naga ”АВдера: ATL 2, no.5, col. 3.20 
(improved text of I? 195, col. 3.32, cf. ATL 1, p.28, fig.29) (450/49); nag’ ” АВдеоа Р 193.16: 
(= ATL2, no.3) (452/1); ІЗ 196.14 (= ATL2, no.7) (448/7); 12 200.19 (= ATL 2, по.10, 
col. 2.24) (445/4). 

It will be seen that in several texts һафбео- and "АВбео- are in close proximity; local coins 
of the fifth century are in Ionic letters, e.g. ABAHPI or ABAHPITEQN, cf. HN? p.254. 

hargaior, hargarés: I? 197.6 (= ATL 2, no.2, col.9.2) (453/2); ІЗ 195.5 (= ATL 2, no.5) 
(450/49); ATL2, no.7, со1.3.22 (448/7); 13 198.53 (= ATL2, no.8) (447/6); 12199.12 
(= АТІ,2, по.9) (445/4); ATL2, no.22, col.1.25 (433/2); Р.213.30 (= ATL2, по.23, 
col. 1.37) (432/1); 12 222.5 (= ATL 2, no.28.5) (427/6 aut 426/5); 12 64.26 (= ATL 2, no. A9, 
col. 1.136) (425/4). 

Algaiot, etc.: 12 191.28 (= ATL 2, no.1, col.3.25) (454/3); P 203.13 (= ATL 2, по.13) 
(442/1); P. 205.7 (= ATL 2, no. 15) (440/39). 

haigov, hawoóviot, haroovés: ATL 2, по. 5, col.3.32 (450/49); 12 204.35 (= ATL 2, по. 14, 
со1.2.48) (441/0); 12 205.49 (= ATL 2, по.15) (440/39); 12 209.15, 16 (= ATL 2, по.19, 
col.6.27, 28) (436/5); 12 210.28 (= АТІ 2, по. 20) (435/4); 12 212.61 (= АТІ.2, по. 22, 
col. 2.66) (433/2); 12 213.55 (= ATL 2, no. 23, col. 2.62) (432/1). 

Aioov, etc.: 12 194.27 (= АТІ. 2, no.4) (451/0); 1? 201.16 (= ATL 2, по. 11, со]. 3.16) 
(444/3); I? 202.32 (= ATL 2, по. 12, сої. 3.32) (443/2); 12 216/17, сої. 1.53 (= ATL 2, no.26, 
col. 2.54) (429/8). . 

The һоїса of 12211.33 (= ATL 2, по.21) (434/3) is a different locality; Aloa is not at- 
tested. 

hajuxaovácotot, Байихаруасаёс: І? 191.12 (= ATL 2, no. 1) (454/3); P 194.39 (= ATL 2, 
no.4, col.1.31) (451/0); P 198.10 (= АТІ 2, no.8) (447/6); 1 200.21 (= ATL 2, no.10, 
col.5.26) (445/4); 12 204.61 (= ATL 2, по.14, col.1.78) (441/0); ATL 2, no.22, col.1.67 
(= 12212.62, corrected) (433/2); P 213.58 (= АТІ 2, по.23, col.1.65) (432/1); I? 64.34 
(7 ATL 2, no. A9, col. 1.144) (425/4). 

"Амхарубодісь, etc: 12 193.8 (= АТІ 2, no.3) (452/1); 12203.26 (= АТІ 2, no.13) 
(442/1). 

haooegitar: 12 199.26 (= ATL 2, no. 9) (446/5). 

*Aooegitat: Everywhere else, e.g. 12 194.22 (= ATL 2, по.4) (451/0); I? 196.13 (= ATL 2, 
no. 7) (448/7); P 198.43 (= ATL 2, по.8) (447/6); I? 203.16 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1); etc. 

héoatot, ethnic for Assos: I? 195.56 (= ATL 2, no.5, col. 2.29) (450/49); 12 214.8 (= ATL 2, 
no. 27, col. 3.16) (428/7). 

"Ecow: Ё 191.9 (= АТІ 2, no.1) (454/3); 12222.20 (= ATL 2, no.28.20) (427/6 aut 
426/5). 

һєфаитиёс: 12 63.95 (= ATL2, no. А9, col.1.95) (425/4): [hlep[avo}n[éc]. 
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*Eqatotiés: I? 198.85 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 2.113) (447/6); I? 200.26 (= ATL 2, no. 10, 
col. 4.31) (445/4); 12 201.42 (= ATL 2, по.11, col. 5.30) (444/3); P 203.36 (= ATL 2, по.13) 
(442/1); I? 220.40 (= ATL 2, no. 34.109) (421/0). 

In most of these cases it is certain that the local pronunciation was without [h], and the 
wavering in the tribute documents is probably between an Atticized and the indigenous form. 
héoovot is a particularly instructive example, as both the vocalism and the aspiration are at 
variance with local coins, which have AXXION, etc., cf. HN? p.542; Schwyzer, GG 1, p.219, 
note 1; cf. also 6.04212, p.133 supra. Note hoAuxagvaooót in the Attic proxeny decree, I? 
56.25 (са. 430?) with -ss- (cf. 43.04); Бефолотос on а bf. vase of Nearchos of ca. 550 and on 
rf. vases, cf. p. 269 supra. 

The variation between Adtetovv in the cas. list, I? 929, and hah- іп a decree, 12 87, is probably 
not of this type (cf. p.493 supra). Likewise two instances of Еотісла in the decrees, I? 40.9, 
I? 41.3, alongside frequent heotiaux are probably just casual omissions; the tribute documents 
have always һеотиокес (for examples, cf. 15.0127е, p. 282 supra). 

For һоокефс, etc., cf. 42.0114, no.2. For Һбоос, Бієодбу in texts in Ionic script and later 
instances of H for [h], cf. 1.021, p. 24 supra. For gh, ph, Ah, cf. 1.022, p. 25 supra. 


Lit.: MS? p. 85, notes 723—726; p.86, notes 727—729. 


42.0112 Use of H — [h] after elision and in composition 


Practice in writing H= [h] after elision and in composition merits further dis- 
cussion. Where ап elision or composition produces 9 or ф before [h], H = [h] is not 
written, since aspiration is indicated by the aspirate stop. Exceptional are two in- 
stances of xadhémeg in decrees (whether or not regarded by the writer as a single 
word): 

P. 133.4 (post 446) (L.); 12 108.43 (410/9) (L.). 

Elsewhere хадалғо (all texts decrees): I? 91.28 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) (L.); CSCA 5 
(1972) р. 159, no. 1, line 13 (= new fr. of I? 85) (ante 420); I? 84.22, 34 (421/0) (L.); 12 82.14— 
15 (421/0) (L.); I? 150.5 (ca. 420, cf. SEG 10.97) (L.); Р 144.10 (= ATL 2, no. D23) (416/5?); 
Р 101.18 (412/1) (L.; 12 105.23 (407/6) (L.); I? 113.40 (са. 410) (L.); I2 94.11 (418/7) (L.). 
So also іп I? 190.25, 36 (са. 420) sacred law. 

nado: 12 81.16 (421/0) (L.), P. 97.5 (416/5) (L.), 12 98.10 (416/5) decrees. 

хадетол: Р 79.19 (ca. 425, cf. SEG 21.41) decree. 

хадёмхоу: 12 313.160 (408/7) inv. 

xatiormp: 12 29.7 (ante 446) decree; І? 63.16 (= ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4) decree. 

nadicer: I? 22.45 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.). 

nadéxer: 12987 (= IGAA p. 132, no.31) (ca. 500?) sep. mon. 

хадуютибуос: 12 81.7 (421/0) decree; 12 313.103, 109 (408/7), 12314.113 (407/6) in- 
ventories. 

xadixw: 12 3.19 (485/4) decree; 12 188.34 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.18, no.10) (ante 460) 
law (deme). 

хад” ӧӧбу: 12971 (= IGAA p.132, no.33) (550-540, cf. AM 78 [1963] p.119) sep. mon. 

xa? їєрбу: Hesperia 11 (1942) p.334, line 12 (= SEG 10.2) (paulo post 490) decree 
(deme); hueg- in ib. 8. 

хаб Ехаотоу: 12 91.22 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree (L.); Hesperia 9 (1940) p.309, 
no. 27, line 5 (ca. 430—425); I? 369.9 (post 426/5) inventories. 
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For хад” Ёиёрог, cf. 42.0113, no.3 infra. 

dpaipéoopar: Р 39.8 (446/5) (1.); йфедбм: 1271.16 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30) (L.) decrees. 
. ффіхубремоу: 12 82.10- 11 (421/0) decree (L.). 

dquoxagévo: 12 39.24 (446/5) decree; etc. 

aq’ Ёс: 1875.27 (430—420?) decree (L.); 1263.9 (= ATL 2, no. A9) (425/4) decree; аф б: 
Р 75.15 (430—420?) decree (L.). 

dq’ &отќас̧: Hesperia 15 (1946) p.253, line C25 (= improved reading of 12 6.108) (ante 
460) decree (L.). 

&vOaio[caw: ATL 2, по. D11, line 6 (= I? 22.6) (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.). 

éqéXxev: 12 314.131 (407/6) inv. 

ёф’ бу: 12 371.19 (421/0—416/5) inv. (L.); &4 Ev 12 46.6 (ca. 440?) decree (L.). 

ép вода: 12 313.163 (408/7) inv.; ёф’ ігооіс: 12844/845 А.З (410—405, cf. SEG 21.94) 
lex sacra. 

(h)uq’ Еудс: 12 32.8 (451/0, cf. SEG 21.9) (L.), I? 113.14 (ca. 410) (L.) decrees. 

® ра: 12920 (= GVI 1, p. 660, no. 2042) (са. 500) sep. mon. (L.). 

Also three cases involving crasis: Oéxóátev: 12836 (fin. s. Ма.?) ded.; хоби IGAA p.127, 
no.19 (= GVI1, p.25, по.72; 12983) (ca. 525?) sep.mon.; доіџотќо: Hesperia 9 (1940) 
p.309, no.27, line 6 (ca. 430—425) inv. (for these crases, cf. 34.0210, p.432 supra; 34.022, 
p. 432 supra). 


In composition H is only rarely written after áv- (< дуб), бі», бу, лао-, and л000- 
(all examples are from decrees unless otherwise noted): 


&vh&A[ev: I? 77.9 (са. 435, cf. SEG 21.31), but буедеу 1278.4 (са. 430) (L.), àvéAx[ev 
Р 73.6 (ante 430?) (L.), ауаХохоутєс 12 81.9 (421/0) (L.), ávéAooav 12 304.1 (410/9) inv. 

Әһао(рбовуты 12 373.147 (409/8) inv. (L.); no other possible cases. Sthiévat restored іп 
12 87.9 (424/3, cf. SEG 21.44). 

Еуіһбовдеодол: Г 76.55 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) (L.); no other possible cases, 
but the frequency of héyw (cf. 38.0211а, no. 1, p.457 supra) perhaps makes évéxw significant, 
cf. I2 139.12 (post 446). 

лдаоһебоос: I? 127.19 (post 433) (L.), 12 67.11—12 (са. 4242) (L.); but лбоебоос is frequent, 
cf. 12 302.3, al. (418—414, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p.229, no.77) (L.), I? 304.53 (407/6) inventories. 

лоовһехето: I? 57.15 (423) (L.), but xgoo£[xev in ib. 45; ло|ооведбодоу: 12 84.38 (421/0) 
(L.), but лоовеходо I? 56.27 (ca. 430), лобообос іп ІЗ 71.11 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30), I? 59.17 
(са. 427/6), 12 70.15 (424/32); etc. 


No certain case of Н = [h] after Еус in composition can be found, although [éxo- 
he]|(yó]vrat has been restored in the decree, 1276.36—37 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.222); the restoration is not without difficulties because initial [h] is rare in 
fiyobpat (cf. 42.0113, no.1, p.499 infra). Еховое- occurs in 1245.10 (439/8, cf. 
SEG 21.29; 10.34), 1284.18 (421/0) (L.), I? 108.54 (410/9) (L.) decrees; éxotA£v 
12 78.5 (ca. 430) decree; £[xo]&Aov (stoich.) I? 379.3 (420/19) inv.; etc. 

Н= [h] is found after бус, e.g. £xc Һс 12 232.6 (434/3) inv. (L.); éxc heouaíag 
Р 40.7 (са. 446/5) decree; etc. 

After the preposition ovv the only evidence is ovviotap[ev- in I? 111.6 (са. 410/9) 
decree. 
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Other examples of internal Н = [h]: 


Ghdguov: 12980 (= IGAA p.130, no.25) (са. 500) sep. топ.; 4|Һооос: 12977 (= ІСАА 
p.121, no.11) (са. 525?) sep. mon.; hóvex' &ho[goc?: AM 78 (1963) p.110, no.2 (= SEG 
22.68) (ca. 550) sep. mon.; evhogxd: 1234.6 (ante 445) decree fr.(?) (L.); xoXuvhawéto: 
12 313.131 (408/7) inv.; тофеш-: 12 842.D 2-5 (ante 446/5) sacred calendar; I? 372.12 (409/8) 
inv., tote- in 12 373.108 (409/8) шу. (L.); hewéxtedv in Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff. (= 12 
838—9; LSAG p.78, no.44) (500—480) sacred law: Block 2, Face B.h1 (= Hesperia 17, 
p.97 = I? 838.1); Face C.q 7 (= Hesperia 17, p. 101); Face C.s 3 (= Hesperia 17, p. 101, line 3); 
but reject the [heuihé]xteo[v of 12 839.4-5 (cf. Hesperia 17, pp.95—96); hewéxteov 1276.7 
(435—414, cf. Meiggs - Lewis p.222) decree. 


In the fifth century elision is less frequent before [h] than before vowels, and 
H = [h] seems to have usually been dropped when elision does occur. 

There are not enough examples to decide whether the лар’ éxáot[ovoiv of I? 4.2 
(485/4) decree is an early casual omission of the aspirate or due to a tendency to avoid 
writing Н = |В) after mag’; in the cas. list, І? 943.45 (440/39), лао’ hejÀéoxovtov 
occurs. А tendency to avoid Н = [h] after an elided preposition is perhaps indicated 
by the occurrence of xag’ ” Арбеоо three times іп the tribute lists, although haßôe- 
оїсоц, is much more frequent than °АВӧєоїтох and occurs elsewhere in these same 
three texts (for examples, cf. 42.0111, p.496 supra). Furthermore, although nagà 
hófóeoa is found, there is no sure case of nag’ haBdega: it was restored in I? 191.32 
and changed to xa[o' ” Арбеоо in ATL 2, no. 1, col. 4.29, where, however, there can 
be no certainty about the restoration. 

The lack of any example of 8” h- could be accidental, as дё is so rarely elided in 
fifth-century texts (except before бу), but perhaps it indicates a tendency to avoid 
Н = [h] after 8, cf. © аїоєдбутєс: 12 14.10 (but probably avoids all H= [h], cf. 
p.494 supra) (447/6?, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p. 121, по. 47) decree; 8’ Пеоо|хЕоуха: 
12 49.13 (post 442/1) decree; 80: I? 114.33 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) decree. There may 
be an example of ил)” + h- in the decree, I? 73 (ante 4302), where Іредһеуі has been 
read in line 6; but the restoration |--нєд'ЬЕс---) in 12115.16 (409/8) decree is 
doubtful, as небі Ес might also be possible. 


Lit.: MS? p.88, notes 752—763. 


42.0113 Words showing [h] rarely or lacking it altogether 


In the following words H = [h] is particularly infrequent or not attested at all: 


1) Root ‘Hye-: except for two cases of (h)eyepov all the examples are anthroponyms. 

Without Н = [h]: 

“Еүуёоох|боос 12 490 (= DAA p.68, no.65) (ca. 525—500) ded., broken, but spacing favors 
EJA, not HEJA; ‘Eyéoteatog Hesperia, suppl.8 (1949) p.398, no. 10а (= LSAG p.76, no.9c; 
Agora 21, p. 12, no. C8) (fin. 5. Ма.) graffito; “Бүёототос Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.399, 
по. 10b (= Agora 21, p.13, no. C9) (init. s. Va.) graffito; “Еү(ас Р 526 (= DAA p.101, no. 
94) (490—480?) ded.; “Бүбоуос 12 530 (= DAA p. 126, no. 121) (ca. 475?) ded.; “Бү[ео]ас 
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I? 949.49 (423, cf. SEG 25.57), "Eyeoíag 12964.5 (= SEG 10.424) (са. 409, cf. Hesperia 
33 [1964] p.55), “Еүеоїас 12 952.8 (са. 412/1) (L.) all cas. lists, but cf. [hey]éounmos in 
Р 952.30; “Еүёрахос І? 951.36 (са. 412/1) cas. list (L.); “Еүёас 12 964.65 (= SEG 10.424) (ca. 
409, cf. Hesperia 33 [1964] p.55) cas. list. Cf. “Еүвофодос on a vase, ARV? p. 175, Hegesi- 
boulos painter. The small fragment of an epigram оп a public sep. mon., 12 935, has &ysuóvov 
without H — [h], but the amount of text preserved is so tiny that it is not possible to tell whether 
Н = [h] was used anywhere: although E and О are used for тү and о, gamma has the Ionic form, 
and ої б! is written without Н = [h] in line 1. 


Besides Бєуєсіллос in I? 952.30, spellings with H = [h] are as follows: 


Веүёооудрос 12 56.12 (ca. 430?) decree (L.); ІМе(үбоо)үбоос eixe 12 139.14 (post 446) 
decree, where the uninscribed line above line 14 makes this restoration fairly certain (L.); 
hey[epóv? 12 41.1 (ca. 446/5) decree. 

The avoidance of H= [h] in this word is puzzling. The simple verb ńyoðpa is not attested. 
No Н = [h] occurs in the compounds ѓу[о]еүбре[уос 12 77.9 and éyoeyevév 1278.4, but as 
Н = [h] is not actually attested in composition with ёс, its absence here тау not prove 
anything. But the restoration [éxohe]|[yó]vrat in I? 76.36—37 must remain suspect, cf. p.498 
supra. 


2) Attested twice, дмайа has no Н = [h]: 
Р 39.75 (446/5) decree; I? 63.14 (= ATL 2, no. А 9.14) (425/4) decree. 


3) Omission of H = [h] is the rule in йибоа: 

P 4.19 (485/4) (L.); I2 39.13 (446/5); I? 44.13 (са. 445) (L.); 12 45.28 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 
10.34) (L.); I? 63.10, 34-35 (425/4); I? 71.12 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30) (L.); I? 76.18 (435—414, 
cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) (L.); 1288.7 (fin. s. Va.); I? 95.8 (ante 417) (L.); P 101.10 (412/1) 
(L.); 12 114.40 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) (L.) all decrees; I? 295.11 (433/2) (L.); I? 324.4, 8, 13, 
19, 22 (426/5—423/2) (L.) inventories; etc. Possibly also in the decree about Erythrai, cf. 
Meiggs- Lewis p.89, no. 40, line 15 (453/2): £u[é]gac (for RMIAX of Fauvel’s copy) (= Р 10.14, 
corrected). 

Actual absence of [h] is proved by spellings like хат” £uépav in Hesperia 7 (1938) p.264, 
no.2, line 5 (= new fr. of I? 338) (ca. 465 —455, cf. Hesperia 5 [1936] p. 362) inv. and in I? 373.69 
(409/8) inv. (L.); in the latter text also хад” ёрќосу in lines 54, 65, 70, 249; xað|epegiow in 
ib. 245 —6; апа hepéga in ib. 69, 71, 249, 250 (L.); and -x]ovv' éuegóv in I? 49.6 (post 446/5) 
decree (L.). The spelling in - survives into the 390s, cf. хат" || бром in II? 1656.3—4 (part of 
II? 1656—1I? 1664, a building inv. dated ca. 394—391, cf. SEG 19.136-144). 

hepéga is rare and not found before 450 B.C.: I? 46.21, 23, 25 (са. 440?) decree, but ib. 4: 
£uegóv (L.); 12 98.15 (416/5) decree (L.); P? 302.4, 58, 68 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, 
no. 77) inv. (L., lines 4, 68 only); and x06’ éo- in I? 373 cited supra. 

The initial [h] is not original in the word and is a peculiarity (due to the influence of [h] іп 
£onéQa?) of Attic and related dialects, cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, p.412; Frisk, GEW 1, p. 634. The 
epigraphical evidence indicates the establishment of [h] after the middle of the fifth century. 


4) “Еоотй has no Н = [h]: 

Thus: 1? 5.5 (init. s. Va., cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.6, no.4) decree (L.); Hesperia 1 (1932) 
p. 43, no. 1 (ante 446) ded.; 12 313.157 (408/7) inv.; the name “Еботиов in I? 579 (= РАА p.43, 
по. 41) (ca. 510-500) ded. (L.); cf. the graffito ‘Edgt[toc, Agora 21, p. 18, по. D 13 (600—550). 
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Attempts to explain the origin of this word and the presence or absence of [h] have been un- 
satisfactory, cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, p.356. 


5) Also written without H = [h] in contrast to later practice are toog, tótoc, and 
Елетеюс: 

Тоос: 12 410.1 (біп. s. Ма. aut init. s. Va.) ded. (bronze): (са); I? 40.4 (са. 446/5) decree: 
Елі Са, 1271.28 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30) decree: (оо; 12 324.25 (426/5—423/2) inv.: Елі 
'loó[gyo. Cf. "Iopaxog (= "Ioagxoc) оп ARV? рр.146- 147, Epeleios painter no.2 (= ЕК 
plate 155) and no. 18. 

tóvog: 12 114.30 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) decree: péte [tOv]o[v; I? 190.31 (са. 420) sacred 
law. 

ібіфтпс: 12 39.6, 11 (446/5), 12 110.47 (410/9), I? 108.44 (410/9) all decrees; 1? 116.18 
(409/8 aut са. 407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.267, no.87) decree: i[Su6taig; 12 211.19 (= АТІ 2, 
no. 21) (434/3), Р 212.86 (= ATL 2, по. 22, col. 2.90) (433/2) tribute lists. 

Елетеюс: 12 301.7, 8 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35); Р 304.3 (410/9); ІР 312.7 (before Реасе of 
Nicias?); 12 313.144 (408/7) inventories. 


Certain examples of the aspirated spellings іп these words аге not found until well 
into the Hellenistic Period. The phrase xa" ідѓоу first occurs іп a decree of troops of 
са. 266 B.C., II? 1281.10 (L.); also in the state decree, 12 891.6 (188/7). But хол” Ldtav 
is still found in the second century in two decrees: II? 945.12 (168/7) (L.); Hesperia 11 
(1942) p.293, по.58, line 6 (148/7). Perhaps even later is another decree with хол” 
ldiav, cf. Hesperia 33 (1964) p.196, no.47, line 4 (s. Ia?). For toog, cf. обу, ioa іп 
the decree, Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.125, no.31, line 22 (— new frr. of II? 1064) 
(ca. 230р.); cf. also épétetog іп a decree, II? 1036.2 (108/7). 


6) There is hesitation between havowitórnc and Аіоцітс. Thus Аісцшібес on one 
rf. vase, ARV? pp. 1559—1560, по. 1 (Berlin inv. no. 2316), but һҺодоцидЕс on another, 
ARV? р.1560, no.2 (Adria bc15). Elsewhere no H= [h]: IGAA p.119, no.7 (= 
Kerameikos 3, p.22, no.22b; SEG 10.439) (са. 540-530) sep. mon.: Aíiowi[50; 
I2 950.187 (412/1, cf. SEG 21.127) cas. list: Alowi(óec; JHS 69 (1949) p.25, no.1 
(= SEG 12.59, improved reading of 12 806) (ca. 600—550?) ded.: АіюЦшідес. Pos- 
sibly also (uncertain restoration) in the decree, I? 26.2—3 (cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.45, 
no. 142) (ca. 448): АЦош)| (бес. But reject an alleged haowito« on an ostracon, 
cf. p.55 supra. Cf. also haíooxogc on an Attic sep. mon. from Sigeion, LSAG p.371, 
no.44 (= DGE p.356, no.731) (са. 5502); perhaps haíoov ~ Atowv in the tribute 
lists (cf. 42.0111, p. 496 supra) is relevant here. 


7) The relation between hexaófjueva. and ’Axaðńpeia remains obscure, cf. 6.015, 
p.128 supra. 
Lit.: MS? p. 87, notes 749—751. 


42.0114 hidAvetos, hoatevc, havotov, etc. 


In such cases where there is marked preference for H — [h] in contrast to absence of 
[h] in the literary tradition, there is usually linguistic justification for original [h]. 
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1) Two examples of htAAvguog in an inv. of са. 414, Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, 
no. 1, lines 39, 43 (— 1? 329.20, 24), might be taken as confusion due to faintness of 
the aspirate, as this text sometimes omits H = [h] (cf. lines 10, 77), and such omissions 
are frequent іп this group of texts (cf. p. 494 supra), if there were not also evidence іп 
early Latin texts for [h] here, cf. hillyricus, hil(I)uricus, cited by Kretschmer, Ein- 
leitung p.245, note 2. The word occurs without [h] in an inv. of 422/1, cf. 12 280.87: 
éy AJéoo Олок [бу (cf. IG I, no. 170, fr. b.19). 

2) In the demotic hoatedg initial [h} is always present in texts in Attic script: 12 
236.48 (430/29) (L.), 12 237.55 (429/8) (L.), 12 261.33 (429/8) (L.), 12 238.69 (428/7) 
all inventories of the tamiai of Athena; I? 370.8 (421/0—416/5) (L.) inv. of epistatai 
for statues of Athena and Hephaestus. But on at least two other texts of earlier date 
than these inventories the demotic of another form, "Oa8ev, without initial [h], 
certainly occurs: I? 532 (= DAA p.177, по.160) (paulo post 477/6) ded.; Hesperia 29 
(1960) p.64, no. 113, line 14 (ca. 450?) (cf. S.Dow, AJP 84 [1963] p. 170) cas. list(?). 

The deme name is unattested in this period, but the [h] of hoatevs makes it virtually 
certain that there was initial [h] in it, at least in the later fifth century. The later 
lexicographers know of no [h], but their testimony is not necessarily reliable for the 
earlier period. The post-403 spellings “Әбеу, etc. (cf. examples іп 15.0127j, p.284 
supra) are of course ambiguous. Ав it is impossible to say when “ОацеОс might have 
become ’Qatevc, the use here of 'Q- and 'O- is purely conventional. The puzzling 
absence of [h] in "Oa8ev might be due to aspirate dissimilation, but it would be of 
a rare and unexpected type (cf. spellings like Кочобдешс, Поофбоос, іп 38.011, 
по"1, p. 449 and p.451 supra). Perhaps just an accidental omission or due to influence 
of other deme names like Otov or O(t)n. 


The precise form of the deme name remains obscure, and its etymological connections are 
subject to dispute. Initial [h] could result from metathesis of internal [h] from [i] or [s], but 
not from internal |у) (Б), cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.180 (= Traité? p.153). Other evidence 
suggests that the name of the deme might have been *hoai at this time (cf. p.285 supra). The 
о (later becoming о) might be some sort of lengthened grade (cf. 12.0111, pp. 227—228 supra). 
If the initial (h] is from internal [i], possibilities for the parent form would be *oiai or *oiuai 
(cf. Attic лба alongside Ionic лот + "лощКа). If *oiuai is accepted, plausible etymologies сап 
be suggested. Semantically *oiuai = ‘service trees’ (if ба and Latin iva both + “оша, cf. 
Frisk, GEW 2, p.343) seems best for a toponym, but most have preferred the connection with 
о( ог = ‘fringes’ (derivative of ос, cf. olar in Hesychius cited Frisk, loc. cit., p.367), a word 
which may occur in the spelling wag іп an epistle оп a lead tablet of the early fourth century from 
Athens, cf. SIG? по.1259.а6 (= IG Ш.3, p. ii [Praefatio]). The relationship of this deme and 
that known as O(t) (there is a village on Ceos with the name Ot ог with Laconian фра and 
various similar glosses which = ‘village’ remains uncertain (cf. Frisk, loc. cit., p. 359). 

For the demotic of the other deme, Oe, the only evidence for the presence or absence of initial 
ІМ is һойбеу іп the inv., 12 302.20 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, no.77) (L.). Cf. two 
certain instances of "'O&0ev in 12 374, although the indiscriminate use of Н = |В) in that document 
(cf. 42.0111, p.495 supra) makes them of little use as evidence for the presence or absence of 
initial aspiration. The interpretation of the ОП in line 2 of the decree, I? 109 (410/9), as 
Оцёдєу is quite doubtful; ОЦУвІбі, is a better restoration, cf. ATL 2, по. D9 (L.). The fourth- 
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century forms of this demotic are Ойүдеу and Ойдеу. If certain posited etymological con- 
nections of O(i)n point away from initial [h] (cf. 17.0213, p.332 supra), they remain un- 
certain, and it is thus with some hesitation that һойфеу is assigned to examples of aspirate 
assimilation like héyw, etc. (cf. 38.0211, no.3, p.458 supra), although influence of hoatetcs 
(and *hoai?) might also be the cause of the unwarranted (Б). 


3) The spelling Бабоу in the decree, 12 113.32 (са. 410), and haógio[v on a new 
fr. of 1270 (424/3?) decree, cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) p.323, line 44, probably show 
preservation of the [h] whose absence has often puzzled scholars, cf. Lejeune, Pho- 
nétique p.122, note 2 (= Traité? p.103, note 2); Schwyzer, GG 1, p.282. їабохоу 
would be from *ausri-on, cf. Lithuanian ausri, Sanskrit usri, cited Chantraine, DEG 1, 
p. 142; Frisk, СЕМ 1, p.190, with the transfer of [h] into initial position. The de- 
aspirated atiguov is already establishing itself at this time, cf. I? 106.24 (409/8, cf. 
SEG 24.16), ІЗ 116.36 (409/8 aut са. 407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.267, no.87) both 
decrees. 

4) The demotic їаүуоболос has always tbe expected Н = [h] (initial [h] is probably 
from [j] rather than from [s], cf. Chantraine, DEG 1, p.26): 12 242.113 (424/3), 
I? 370.3, 16 (416/5), 1? 304 А.4 (410/9) all inventories; restorations іп I? 243.123, 
131 (423/2) inv. are virtually certain; cf. names like ҺФүубу, Бауубденос, e.g. I? 
929.123, 162 (ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) cas. list, etc. 

5) A name huivog occurs on two vases of Psiax: ARV? p.7, nos.4, 5 (= HRF2, 
p.396, no.1; p.402, no.4). The name is probably derived from Rín, cf. Bechtel, 
Personennamen p.219, and the [h] is thus expected as the reflex of the digamma. Cf. 
also Frisk, GEW 1, p.722. 


6) Less certainty is possible in the case of htAvode, attested twice: in the inv., I? 
324.89 (426/5-423/2); and in the lex sacra, Deltion 8 (1923) pp.96ff., no.3, 
line 6 (= SEG 3.18; 10.101; Sokolowski, Supplément p. 19, no. 4) (ca. 420). The 
only case of "DAoóc, in another inv., 12 310.206, is of no value because that large 
text always omits H = [h]. Even if any original etymological connection with 
elhéw/itAAw or (Атто (all with original р) is not certain, it is possible that 
*TAvodg was later thought to be connected with these words and acquired initial 
[h] from them. But in Attic elAittw certainly had по [h] as early as the mid-fourth 
century, cf. хате/МЕас in 112 204.32 (352/1) decree (L.). It is quite possible that 
huuoóc belongs with the few cases of H = [h] misused (cf. 42.0111, p.495 supra). 

7) Initial [h] is confirmed for: áxóvovog (< Géx-), cf. 126.45 (ante 460) decree: 
haxóota; invos, cf. 124.15 (485/4) decree: Білує| беобам (L.); Әліс (ІВ) from М, cf. 
Chantraine, DEG 2, p.342), сі. 12945.9 (432/1) cas. list: ҺеАл16% an example of 
#ёАл(с is subject to some doubt, cf. І? 127.32 (post 433) decree: Je євс, Evos, cf. 
12 218.35, 38 (= ATL 2, no.25, col.1.43,46) (430/29) trib. list; 2 324.26 (426/5- 
423/2) inv.; 1505 (cf. Latin viscus), cf. I? 314.42 (407/6) inv. (but the erroneous 
Һахолоҹ ib. 69, cf. p.495 supra). 


8) Presumably due to aspirated stops in the word are the initial aspirates attested 
for Ехо, "IoxvAoc, і00иӧс, богдидс, etc. (cf. 38.0211—38.0212, pp.457ff. supra), 
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perhaps Ev&vogat- (cf. p.460 supra), 'IAe(0va (cf. 18.012, p.342 supra), etAnga 
(although Алфа is not attested in Attic) (cf. 38.0212 a, no.20, p.463 supra). hoivoc 
on a rf. amphora in Munich, ARV? p.146, Epeleios painter no.2 (= FR plate 155) 
(L.), is due to crasis, if not merely a clerical omission (cf. 34.01, p.428 supra). | 

9) Although it occurs without initial [h] іп some dialects, there is no question that 
in Attic Їердс and its derivatives began with an aspirated vowel. It has already been 
seen (cf. 42.0111, p.494 supra) that the large decree, I? 94 (418/7), in Attic script, but 
normally making no use of Н = [h], does use Н in the word Legóv each time it occurs 
(lines 4, 7, 13, 30); here the conservatism in the orthography is due to the religious 
associations of the word. A similar conservatism may be seen in certain boundary 
stones, some even as late as the fourth century, on which Їнєоо- appears іп con- 
junction with Ionic script (cf. 1.021, p.24 supra). The word is very frequent in fifth- 
century Attic texts, and Н = [h] is omitted only in I? 4.8 (485/4), but hteg- twice in 
ib. 4, again in ib. 13 (L.); I? 49.13 (post 442/1) not due to elision? Cf. 42.0112, p.499 
supra. In the later addition to 126 (lines 130ff.) H — [h] is consistently avoided; the 
body of the text has always hteg-. 

The (һеоа inscribed on a fr. of a sixth-century bronze vase, I? 460.2, is probably just а scribal 
error and not worth anything as evidence for the etymology of ієобс (cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, 
p.458). If it has any phonological value it should probably be associated with huthts (cf. 
38.0211 b, p. 461 supra). 

Lit.: MS? p.86, notes 732—734; p.87, notes 742—747; S. Dow, “Тһе Attic Demes Oa and Oe", 
А)Р 84 (1963) pp. 166—181. 


42.012 Evidence for initial [h] after 403/2; evidence for psilosis in Attic 


While it is not unreasonable to suppose that the initial [h] was lost in Attic by 
Roman times or even in the Hellenistic Period, it must be admitted that inscriptions 
do not offer any of the spellings which normally provide evidence for the loss of initial 
[h] elsewhere. There is in fact so little evidence for psilosis in Attic inscriptions that 
one could hesitate in attributing this lack to the conservatism of inscriptions in 
orthography. 

With loss of the [h] one would expect at least occasional examples of spellings 
like: Ел” Lega, ӛлістііш, etc. Such phenomena are not rare іп the inscriptions of 
districts known to have been psilotic (e.g. Pergamum, cf. Lit. infra), but are virtually 
unknown in inscriptions from Athens. Two texts only may be cited as possible 
evidence: 

1) A decree of the deme of Myrrhinous, II? 1183 (post 340), with a certain case of 
én[vo]vávat for éqiotóvo in line 29 (L.). Close examination of the writing of this 
text reveals that this is undoubtedly an error with по phonetic significance. The entire 
text is filled with the kind of mistakes which can only be made by a person copying 
a written text which he is reading with difficulty and is not trying to comprehend: cf. 
the frequent use of my for ny, e.g. ib. 17, 20 (bis); ГОТ for MOI in ib. 12; ГГЕМІ for 
TIZHI іп ib.26; KATAWM[ for KATAWH[OIX- іп ib.22; О ПЕРҮУІМОЕ 
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АНМАРХОХ for 6 x£gvovosc Ónpaoyxoc іп ib. 26; etc. It is more likely that ёлхотб- 
vat is a clerical error of the same type than that it provides a practically unique in- 
dication of psilosis normally hidden by conservative orthography. This same text has 
in line 12 єдорхобут,, which would be strong evidence against psilosis, for the aspirate 
x would be the result of assimilation to the ЇВ) of 6gxéw, but it too is probably only а 
copying mistake, cf. 38.0211b, no. 17. The вліорхоїцту of line 12 is not an example 
of psilotic spelling because this was the normal spelling of the word at Athens, e.g. 
II? 1237.113 (396/5) decree (phratry), II2 687.56 (265/4, cf. SEG 21.373) decree; 
although the form in most dialects was Єрморхобион vel. sim., cf. II? 1126.9 (380/79) 
amphiktyonic decree in Delphic; IG V.1, no.1390, line 6 (s. Ia.) Messenia; etc. The 
Етіһюохбов---| (for EO[--- of Fauvel’s copy) sometimes read in the decree for Erythrai 
is quite doubtful, cf. Meiggs - Lewis p. 89, no. 40, line 17 (= I? 10.16) (453/2). 


2) Two instances of xaváxa&E for хадалад in the first of three decrees of the 
demesmen of Teithras, AM 49 (1924) pp.1ff., lines4, 28 (— SEG 24.151) (dated 
perhaps to the mid-fourth century), which also has [х]адблер in line 35; the second 
decree (in a different hand) has хадблоЕ in line 5 (all L.). While the writing of the first 
decree is somewhat careless, there can be no question of clerical error here. But it 
would be risky to assume any kind of general loss of [h] because of this one individual's 
spelling хотблоЕ. In the first place, this is probably not a case of хат блає: мадалає 
was doubtless regarded by this time as a single word. The opposition between лӣс and 
ёлас might have led some persons to misdivide хадалає into xata- and nag (cf. 
лас). That the segmentation xata + лаб is correct is proved Бу алблаус, attested 
in I? 338.46, 20 (ca. 465—455, cf. Hesperia 5 [1936] p.362) and Hesychius. Probably 
молалав is a rare variant for хавалає. It is doubtful if a variant xavázaE could 
have arisen out of dissimilation of aspirates, i.e. the reverse of the development seen 
in хоофетолду from удулетаи фу, etc. (cf. 38.0211b, p.462 supra). 


Other alleged instances of psilosis must be rejected. In IP 1321.11 (s. Ша.) read not Ел” Lega, 
but t«v елгүоа (K. Clinton on the basis of examination of the stone and squeeze). In II? 9713.9 
(s. Пр.) read not йуауєт elpegtod, but ўүйүєтє iueovoU with а common enough type of 
scriptio plena (cf. 33.012, pp. 424ff. supra). In IP 1469.47 (post 320/19) inv. (L.), several 
examinations of the stone and squeezes suggested that the best reading was обу бУЦЕЇС, but 
cf. Kirchner's apt description of the stone in IG IP? as ‘valde detritus est et difficilis lectu’. Chi and 
kappa are so similar in this text that the psilotic spelling could be regarded as a graphic mistake 
in any case. In II? 1328.24 read Елі 'Ináxov (L.). 

Тһе нате Бас of II? 204.32 (L.) is better taken as evidence for no [h] in ЕХіттоз in Attic (it is 
not otherwise attested) than as evidence for psilosis; for xavwovàáow in I? 374, cf. 42.0111, p. 495 
supra; for jpéoa, cf. 42.0113, по. 3, p. 500 supra. 


Another feature of documents from psilotic districts, the writing of aspirates where 
they are unjustified (cf. Schwyzer, Lit. infra) is also foreign to Attic texts. The only sure 
case of this sort is xo(vavO^ {тофу in the ded., II? 3783.3 (s. Па.); but this text is 
written in a highly artificial Ionizing poetical language which has many non-Attic 
forms. Two examples of xa8£(Anga in decrees of the third century B. C. do not belong 
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here as they are probably due to aspirate assimilation (if the Attic form was not 
elAnga; einga happens not to occur, cf. 38.0212a, no.20, p.463 supra). реб’ &vvéa 
in the ded., Hesperia 30 (1961) p.252, по. 51, line 5 (144/3?), has been influenced by 
Елта, Еубеха, etc. 

The spellings о0Өгіс, o90£v (normal in ће Hellenistic Period and occurring sometimes even 
in Roman times, cf. 39.01, pp. 472ff. supra) might be against psilosis, although the two elements 
of the compound had probably coalesced sufficiently to protect the aspiration in any case. Cases 
of "Ag@oxgatiwv for 'Agnoxoatíov are not evidence for initial ГБ), cf. 38.0211b, p.462 supra. 


It is naturally possible that the initial [h] had ceased to be pronounced, but that in 
cases of word fusion it reappeared in the aspiration of the preceding stop, where in 
fact such aspiration had never been dropped, e.g. something like the h aspiré of 
French: l'homme, but always le hameau, although no [h] is now sounded in hameau. 
Such a stage is indeed necessary to explain some of the developments in MG, but 
unfortunately the orthography of inscriptions is not able to distinguish between this 
stage and the earlier one in which initial [h] was always sounded. Papyri of the Roman 
Period, however, offer, in contrast to Attic inscriptions, many examples of the ёл? oí 
and ёф” &m types (cf. Gignac, Lit. infra). For обу toa, xa® їббам, etc., cf. 42.0113, 
no. 5, p.501 supra. | 
Lit.: Schwyzer, Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften, pp. 117ff.; MS? p.85, note 726; Sturtevant 
pp.69—73; Gignac pp.133—138; А. Thumb, Untersuchungen über den Spiritus Asper іт 
Griecbischen (Strassburg, 1888). 


42.02. [s] and (2) 

42.021 Omission, dissimilation of X 

The presence of another X nearby may have caused the omission of Х in -от- in a 
few cases: Еллолотфо(ес), II? 1672.123 (329/8) inv. (L.), but this text contains many 
careless omissions; “Ywitw for Yyiotw on a late Roman ded. (priv.), cf. Hesperia 29 

(1960) p. 63, no. 108 (s. П/Шр.), where there is some doubt as to the reading (I could 
not make out the last three letters of the first line of the text, L.); cf. the graffito Eét™ms 
for Ёёотцс, Agora 21, p.61, no. Ha23 (fin. s. Пр./піг. s. Шр.). Perhaps a few in- 
stances of -to- for -otg- may be due to dissimilatory tendencies, cf. Avowtedto, 
Уотодбтоз in 47.011, p. 572 infra. 

But elsewhere -ot- appears as -t- with no -o- nearby: yonth, 12 11079 (post 300) 
sep. mon. (L.), II? 11301 (probably late s. Ip.) sep. mon.; xontógc II? 13048 (s. ПЛа.) 
sep. mon.; "Ари IP 9425 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 'Agutóvvpog on one of the Kallixenos 
ostraca, Hesperia 19 (1950) p.385, no. 17 (483 aut 482), although these contain many 
careless omissions. That true cluster simplification is involved in any of these cases 
rather than clerical error seems doubtful (cf. 46.04, p. 569 infra). 

Attic texts have one example of @epitds, cf. II? 2498.16 (321/0) loc. Өєшотос is not attested, 
although the names ӨсшшотохАйс (дєшавохд c), @epiotios (Өсшісбюс) are frequent (examples 
in 38.0212b, nos. 21-22, pp. 463 ff. supra). 

For spellings involving final X before £/__C such as THOTHANS, xoboteqávovc, etc., cf. 48.012, 
pp. 576ff. infra; for тд) МӨос, тої удифалсау, tà vais, etc., cf. 48.08, pp. 638 ff. infra. 
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Assimilation of -Су- to -УУ- is seen in Avvv(xmtoc, cf. Hesperia 29 (1960) p.25, no.33, line 1 
(370/69) inv.; II? 1436.13 (349/8) inv.; note also Avvevxétv (where М is for vv) on а bf. vase, 
ABV p.307, Swing painter по. 59 (= CVA, England 1, plate 6.2). There may be an example of 
Avovixntos in the decree, II? 964.6 (са. 130): Avo[vexqt?jov. 

Мо с has been omitted in ПоХолеоуоУ, now attested in two texts: H2 387.8 (319/8) decree 
(L.); П2 1473.7-8 (са. 319) inv. (L.). For the variation oxegy- ~ леру-, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, 
p. 334; initial ø- is avoided in composition, cf. ovey- ~ бротеу- in 42.0211 infra. 

Lit.: MS? p.91, notes 823, 825 —826; Lademann p. 120. 


42.0211 (o)tey- 


Evidence in related languages shows that the variation between otey- and tey- goes 
back to the parent language, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.334. In Attic texts occur: био- 
tey@v Il? 1668.6 (347/6) inv. (L.); ёлиткү[@б- 12 310.82 (429/8) inv.; "Елілеү(оу П2 
5071 (aet. Rom.) label on theatre-seat; but otéywv, отеүоутес II? 1541.13, 14, 16 
(356/5) inv. (L.). The avoidance of o/__C in composition, when no longer in initial 
position, is similar to that seen in IIoAvzéoxov (cf. 42.021 supra). 

Lit.: MS? p.91, note 824. 


42.0212 (с)шходс, шхдс, шкобс, etc. 


The variety of forms in ошходс, шходс, etc. is difficult to account for linguistically, 
especially as the etymology of the word is uncertain, cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p.237. The 
priority of op- to p- is generally assumed; retention of o/__p in Attic and certain 
other dialects is difficult to explain. The -хх- seen in certain anthroponyms is certainly 
an expressive geminate; the px- form of the root may be seen in the anthroponyms 
Mixoc, Míxov, Міхішу and in шхбс̧, a rare variant of шхобс. Not attested is 
ошхбс, and anthroponyms in Zpix- have always -0- except Хийхэдос, XyuxvA(ov, 
which perhaps lends credence to Bloomfield's view, cf. Language 1 (1925) p.94, that 
an ancient -ro-/-u- interchange is to be seen in this word. Otherwise the -о- has been 
explained as due to the influence of рахобс (so Güntert, Reimwortbildung р. 160). 
One might cite the variation between spellings with and without -0- seen іп dAó- 
Воот(о)оу, ӘЕораот(олс (cf. 40.023, nos.1—3, p.482 supra) as comparable to 
шхобс̧/ шхдс, although there the dissimilation of liquids has generally been invoked 
as the explanation. 


a) Spelling of the adjective 


The only spelling found before the last part of the fifth century is ошходбс (attested 
in the codd. of a number of Attic writers, e.g. Thucydides, Plato). There are the fol- 
lowing attestations: 

1) ошходбу В 825 (fin. s. VI aut init. s. V a.?) ded.; 
2) opined Моб I? 459 (= DGE p. 384, no. 6) (init. s. V a.?) ded. (bronze). 
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ориходс is still found in inventories of the late fifth century: 
3) орц хов IG IV, no.39, lines 8-9 (410) inv. of temple of Athena on Aegina, but |ихобс, 
ux (a) oà in the same text, cf. no. 13 infra; 
4) ошхобу 12 386.10 (са. 406, cf. SEG 10.219); the other side of the stele has шхобс, cf. 
no. 14 infra (L.); 
5) auix[o]ó I? 313.111 (408/7), also o[u]uxoó ib. 112; 
6) схов 12 314.122 (407/6). 


рихбс is attested eleven times in five texts of the first half of the fourth century, in 

one case alongside рихоос (no. 10). There are too many examples for omission of -0- 
to be the explanation, and a variant juxóg must be recognized. In one inv. (no. 11 
infra, line 20) шха modifies оімоубт and is certainly feminine; the peculiar à is 
presumably due to the influence of (о)шхой, cf. Міхас, gen. of a feminine anthro- 
ponym in a third-century inv., p. 509 infra. Cf. also 40.023, no.4, p.483 supra. 

7) шхбу II? 47.12 (init. s. IV a.) decree (L.); 

8) punts 12 1400.9 (390/89) inv. (L.); 

9) шхо 12 1407.10 (384/3) inv.; 
10) рахбу II? 14242 (in add.). 274 (369/8) inv., ux ib. 289, шої ib. 385; шхбс ib. 154, 393; 

but puxo- in ib. 8, 11, 266, 268, 376, etc. (L.); 

11) шхо ІІ? 1640.18, 20 (354/3) inv., ш]хоѓ ib. 32 (L.). 


шхобс is found in late fifth-century inventories: 
12) uuxoá 22 369.10 (post 426/5) inv. (L.); 
13) шхобс IG IV, no. 39, line 8 (410) inv. of temple of Athena on Aegina, шх|(а)об ib. 10-11 

(cf. 29.00 a, p. 407 supra), but орц хов ib. 8—9, cf. no.3 supra; 
14) xed 12 387.32 (ca. 406, cf. SEG 15.19) inv. (L.); ошхобу on other side, cf. no.4 supra; 
15) щхоб1? 373.195 (409/8) inv., шхоб[у ib. 231 (L.). 
шходс is also very well attested in fourth-century texts, e.g.: 
II? 120.47, 48 (353/2, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p.286) decree; inventories: II? 1388.18 (398/7); 
II? 1396.19 (init. s. ГУа.); II? 1401.28, 29 (bis) (ca. 390); II? 1425.352, 361, 366, 367, 369, 399 
(368/7); II? 1427.6, 19 (са. 3652), I? 1438 (352/1 aut 351/0, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p.288); 
II? 1440.63 (350/49); II? 1455.10 (340/39); II? 1456.10, 46 (post 341/0); IP 1460.4 (post 330); 
T? 1462.8 (post 329/8); ІІ? 1464.29 (са. 3302), Il? 1465.6 (са. 3302), II? 1466.14 (са. 330); 
II? 1467.2 (ca. 330); II? 1469.92, 160 (post 320/19); II? 1471.49 (post 318/7); II? 1478.20 (post 
315/4); IP 1479.27 (post 312/1); ІІ? 1487.44 (fin. s. IVa.); II? 1489.27, 28, 29, 31, 35 (fin. 
s. IVa.); 02 1491.4 (307/6); etc. 


b) Personal names 

Those with initial Zu- have always -0- or -v- after the -x-. 

Zyixooc (with a shift in accent characteristic of names of this type, cf. Schwyzer, 
GG 1, p. 420): 

On several rf. vases: ARV? p.20, Smikros nos.1, 3; Paralipomena p.323, no.3bis; ARV? 
p. 63, Oltos no. 90. Graffito on black-glazed sherd, cf. I? 644 (ca. 500). 

In ап archaic dedication (person not necessarily Athenian): I? 643 (init. s. Va., cf. DAA p.53, 
no. 53); but the Zui[xoo]c of DAA p.71, no.68 (= 12470 + Р 477 + 1? 481) (ca. 500) ded., 
was certainly an Athenian citizen, as his name has а demotic after it. 
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As the name of Athenian citizens in fifth-century casualty lists: 12 928.17 (465/4); 12 929.181 
(ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19); P 949.5 (423, cf. SEG 25.57); as the name of citizens in various texts 
of the fourth and third centuries, e.g. PA nos. 12753-12760. 

As а name Хийхос is not otherwise known, the dipinto дохеї : optxor : wa on a rf. vase close 
to Euphronios, ARV? p. 18, no. 1, should be taken as a careless attempt at: бохєї Хийхоо elvan. 


Also attested as names of Athenians in the fifth and fourth centuries are УшихрйоУ, 
Хшкоїас, and Хшхоюуібтіс, e.g. РА nos.12740—12748, 12761—12763. Some of 
these names also occur on vases: Эшхойюу ABV p.674 (= p.172), Athens, Acropolis 
frr. 1742, ABV p.294, Psiax no.25; ARV? р.8, Psiax no.13; Ўшхоѓас (spelled 
Хшхоос, cf. ARV? p.1570 on Холоос for Холобас) Paralipomena p.185, Guide-line 
class no. 13ter (bf.). 

The anthroponyms Zyuxót, Ушхибіюу, Хріходос, ZuvxvA(ov are well attested as 
the names of Athenians in the fifth and fourth centuries, e.g. PA nos. 12764—12799; 
ZyíxvOogc occurs on several vases, viz. ABV p.516, Philon no.1 (= CVA, England 6, 
plate 21.1); ARV? p.16, Euphronios по. 13; ARV? p.23, Phintias no.7; ARV? p.28, 
Euthymides no.12 (= CVA, Germany 1, plate 16.1—2): |(хмӨос, ARV? p.54, Oltos 
no.7; cf. ARV? p.1608. 

Anthroponyms in Хн- are rarer after the end of the fourth century, but note: 
[5]шходоо 112678.23 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377), Хийхооу II? 690.6 (са. 275-260) 
decrees; Әшіхооо, УХшхудос Il? 1534B.213, 220 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; 
Zyíxv8oc II? 2331.8 (init. s. Па.) cat.; [Zu](xv6oc II? 1039.81 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) 
decree; Xjux (1) otov Il? 4013.13-14 (aet. Rom.?) ded. 


On the strength of the epigraphical evidence the Mixvéog of the codd. of Diog. Laert. 7.12 
should be emended to ХУибхьдос, cf. RM 39 (1884) p.300. For Міхоіюу, Хиіним, cf. infra. 


The only anthroponym in Мих- frequent at Athens is Михбоу, known as the name 
of Athenians throughout the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, e.g. PA nos. 10174— 
10190; it is attested on rf. vases (late enough that K is not for xx): ARV? p.1601, 
three vases (Athens 1226, London E548, Agora P 10948); ARV? p.1348, Painter of 
Ferrara T.412 no. 1. Other names in Мих- include: Міхос Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 171, 
no. 20, line 12 (fin. s. Va.) cas. list, certainly an Athenian; II? 12136/7 (ante 350) sep. 
mon. (probably not an Athenian); Míxov attested as the name of Athenians in the 
fifth and fourth centuries, e.g. PA nos. 10199—10204; Mixa (а?) the name of a woman 
in an Athenian family on the sep. mon., II? 6140 (ca. 350); probably not Athenians 
are the persons named Mixa on the sep. monuments, II? 12126—II? 12131 (са. 420— 
s. Ша.), and in the inv., II? 1534 B (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), one cannot tell whether 
the person(s) named Mixa. (the genitive is Мікас, cf. p. 508 supra) is Athenian or not, 
cf. lines 199, 205, 208, etc. There are also Athenians named Mixadiov, cf. PA nos. 
10168—10169; Мих(уос, cf. 126141 (s. Ша.), 126679 (s. IVa.?) sep. monuments; 
the Muxxivas of Фе cat., 112 2316.15 (са. 166/5), is Kogxveatoc; a Міхіас in the 
sep. mon., II? 12133 (post 350), is probably not Athenian. 

Of the various names іп Михх-, several are borne by Athenians, but generally not 
until the Hellenistic Period: 
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Mixxos: cf. РА no.576 (father of a playwright of the first quarter of the fourth 
century); II? 1011.107, 110 (106/5) decree. 


Миххеоас: ІІ? 896.52 (186/5) decree. 
Mixx.ov: II? 1034.27 (98/7) decree. 
Mixxóv: II? 6387 (s. ШИП Аа.) sep. mon. 


The woman with the peculiar name Zpixxy mentioned in an inv., II? 1534B.256 
(247/6, cf. SEG 16.118), is probably not an Athenian (L.). 

It is a general rule that native Athenians do пос have names in Mixg-, but there may 
be exceptions to this. In the sep. mon., II? 6999 (з. IVa.?), a man has the name "Елі- 
yévyns Міхобоуос "ЕХечоїмос; as Михоѓоуос begins the line, it seems impossible to 
assume a haplographic spelling, i.e. “EnuyévnZpineiwvoc. The name Mixoíov is 
known from elsewhere, e.g. Thasos, cf. Bechtel, Personennamen p.486. The adjective 
һ&\хобс (with є. = |і) occurs in the financial record, Hesperia 41 (1972) p.73, 
line 155 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476); the text of 12 2776.155 takes 
ueUxoóc wrongly as a man's name. 

Lit.: MS? p.89, note 768. 


42.022 Gemination, epenthesis of 2 


Before stops internally, especially before v, х, and у, there was a strong tendency 
for о to be geminated, producing spellings like "Aguootiwv, 'AcoxXnnióc, etc., cf. 
43.021, pp. 527 ff. infra. 

Ап assimilative tendency may have caused epenthesis of X in 'AogvotootéAngc, on 
а sep. mon., 12 5895.3 (ante 150 p.). The same phenomenon is probably to be seen in 
the ёлиота шу (= ёлітаЕғоу) of the decree, Attische Urkunden З (= SB Vienna 
1925) p.61, no. 18, line 15 (= SEG 3.226) (s. Шр.). Cf. also ёл отооХүу on a defixio, 
IG Ш.3, no. 102.21 (400—350). 

Lit.: MS? p.91, note 826; Lademann p. 120. 


42.023 Х = [2] 


У was certainly voiced before В, 5, у, and u. Thus toiot(s) on a text of the early 
fifth century represents [toizzd'] with a characteristic gemination of the sibilant 
before a dental, cf. 44.01, no.1, p.546 infra. By the later fourth century when the 
value of Z has become [zz] or (2), the voicing of о before у is occasionally indicated 
by spellings such as їрїүфїбңе, etc.; Cu continues to occur іп the Hellenistic and Roman 
Periods, but is very rare except in Zuúgva, etc., and Zuágayóoc. There is one possible 
instance of CB. Cf. 44.02, nos. 1-20, pp. 547 ff. infra. 


Geminates 511 
43.00-47.00 Consonant Clusters 
43.00 Geminates 


43.01 Сетіпагев written simplex 
43.011 Geminates written simplex in the Archaic Period 


Geminate consonants are consistently written simplex in all types of Attic writing 
of the earliest period. The earliest examples of the writing out of geminate consonants 
on stone texts which can be precisely dated come from the last quarter of the sixth 
century, and there is no reason to suspect that any of the other early examples are 
prior to that time. Some texts with geminates written simplex are certainly after ca. 
510 B.C., and one or two which are certainly the last may date to the period of the 
Persian Wars. The evidence suggests that the practice of writing geminates is estab- 
lished in the period са. 520—480 B. C. 

Avoidance of geminates includes cases in which the final consonant of one word 
and the initial of the following are the same, producing a kind of haplography, e.g. 
Где for gap це, Фаббшодофос, etc. For further examples and a surprising exception 
from the seventh century, see the section on sep. monuments infra. 

In the sep. mon. of Phanodikos from Sigeion, cf. DGE p.356, no.731 (ca. 550? cf. AAG? 
pp. 165ff.; LSAG pp. 366—367, p.371, nos.43—44), the Attic copy of the text has the geminate 
written simplex in Поохоуеоіо, while in the Ionic copy appears IIooxovvnoto with the writing 
out of the geminate normal in that dialect. It is clear from later orthographical practice that the 
simplex writing of geminates in early Attic is purely an orthographical convention without any 
foundation in the pronunciation (cf. the analogous conventional use of М іп ауф!, ёухо(уо), etc.). 
Lit.: MS? pp.93—94, notes 836—839; DAA pp.444— 446. 


a) Decrees, large public documents: 


The earliest state decree, I? 1, shows the consistent avoidance of writing geminates 
characteristic of the earliest texts, viz.: éáXaAapivi for бас ХаХарїмы, ваше for éày 
ué. Unfortunately the date of this text cannot be fixed with precision, but it should 
probably be placed in the last decade of the sixth century (cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.27). 
The next large decree, I? 3/4, can be dated by the archon's name to 485/4 and has 
ёоло]бтте[у іп 12 4.22—23; there аге no actual examples on this stone of geminates 
written simplex, but Hiller restored éyB[GAev in I? 4.11. If this is right the text might 
belong to a transitional period. The last lines of 124 are very fragmentary, and the 
restoration td z[oótaviv in line 24 is thus quite uncertain (the similar restoration in 
line 23 more so). But if the restoration is correct, it is best taken as a case of omitted 
final -v, not as a simplex writing of a geminate -л л- (тол лобтаміу), as there is so little 
evidence of development of geminate stops as a result of nasal assimilation or deletion 
(cf. 48.06, p. 636 infra). 

Other early documents write geminates as far as can be judged, cf. I? 5.5 (init. s. Va., 
cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.6, no.4); Hesperia 36 (1967) pp.72ff., no. 15 (=F 7, 12841) 
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(ca. 478—470); I? 16 (469—450, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.66, no.31); etc. The xovpax- 
of Р 10.40 (453/2, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.89, no. 40) is probably just an omission or a 
mistake of the copyist: geminates are written out frequently elsewhere and yovvpay- 
occurs several times (cf. p. 612 infra). 

The earlier of two fragmentary texts, probably deme regulations, on a stele found 
at Marathon, published Hesperia 11 (1942) p.332, has 1évagag in line 13; this text 
may well have avoided writing geminates consistently and probably dates to about 
-the same period as I? 1. A fragment of a lex sacra dated vaguely to the early fifth 
century, I? 840 (cf. SEG 25.7), has two examples of оо written simplex: TIveuyeta in 
line 6, доёу ib. 22. Geminates are written consistently in the early deme laws later 
than the Persian Wars, cf. 12 188 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.18, no.10) (ante 460); 
I? 189 (ca. 460). 


b) Dedications: 


А few of these can be dated fairly precisely. Those containing demotics presumably 
date to the period after the reforms of Cleisthenes, i.e. cannot be earlier than the end 
of the sixth century. Four of these have geminates written simplex, viz.: I? 650, 
Кетіос, бХо; 12667, IIaAeveóc; DAA p.234, no.201 (= 12677), Фоє)аоіо; DAA 
р.71, no.68 (= 12 470), Фо|ебоһмо(с. Two have geminates written out: Hesperia 4 
(1935) p.148, no. 1, Һіллодеоідес (cf. 12777 infra); 12615, KodAvtidec. The ded., 
ІЗ 609 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.33, по. 18), probably dating to shortly after 490 B.C., has 
a sequence of letters ]eAevov which is probably for ҺЕХАЙуоуу, and is thus опе of the 
latest examples of failure to write out geminates in this type of text which can be 
dated with any precision. Of the other dedications with geminates not written out 
some look quite early, viz.: 12392 (558? cf. DAA p.357, по.328) (boustrophedon) 
éyloapateve; 12 802 (ante 550, cf. IGAA p.118) (ded. on lost lead jumping weights 
from Eleusis) haXóuevoc; 12433 (са. 550, cf. LSAG p.68, note 1) (ded. on bronze) 
NíxvAoc. The remainder can be dated only on the basis of letter-forms, but usually 
appear to be of late sixth- or early fifth-century date: 12493, 12499, 12536, 12643, 
I? 674, 12713, 12 820. The reading KoAaíoxoo is recorded for the lost ded., 12 829, 
which presumably is quite a bit later in date (it has four-bar sigma); it is either 
a vestige of the earlier practice or a careless omission. À remarkable case of survival 
of this practice is the ded., I? 772, with ЕхеМо for ZxeAX0; the stone has been refound, 
and there can be no doubt of the reading, cf. Hesperia 42 (1973) p.173, no.1. The 
text should probably be dated 420 or later. In addition to the single V for AA, note the 
late use of 5 (cf. 43.012, p. 514 infra). 

The earliest securely dated example of a geminate written out is the “АлбАХоуос of 
the altar of Pisistratus, 12 761, whether dated ca. 521 (cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 19, no. 11) 
or са. 520-510 (LSAG p.78, no.37). Soon after it comes the Һ(ллос of the original 
copy of a ded. dated to са. 506, 12 394 II (= LSAG p.78, по.43) (cf. Herodotus 5.77). 
In addition to the two post-Cleisthenic dedications mentioned supra, several others 
with geminates can be dated only on the basis of letter-forms to the end of the sixth 
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or the early fifth century B.C., viz.: I? 628; P 692; I? 505; 12500; DAA p.98, по.90; 
12777 (same man as in Hesperia 4 [1935] p.148, no.1 mentioned supra); I? 834; 
18821. 


с) Sepulchral monuments: 


None of these can be precisely dated on external grounds, but L.H. Jeffery has 
assigned approximate dates to most of them on the basis of stylistic considerations, 
letter-forms, etc. in her exhaustive study (= IGAA). The writing of geminates in such 
of these texts as can be confidently placed before the Persian Wars is rare. Probably 
from the last part of the sixth century are I? 1002 (- IGAA p.131, no.28) with 
Коддоуібес, and IGAA p.136, no.43, КаХМмабес. Unexpected is the avoidance of 
haplography in the earliest of these monuments, 12997 (— IGAA p.129, no.22; 
LSAG p.76, no.8), tentatively assigned by Jeffery to the last quarter of the seventh 
century, although Kegapóg отёХе is written with two sigmas, in distinct contrast to 
examples of the sixth century such as IGAA p.139, по.48 (= SEG 10.4522) (ca. 
540?) Фоібуюософдбс; IGAA p.136, no.42 (= SEG 3.56) (ca. 540?) &exe. тбає- 
ибтоу; 12 971 (= IGAA p.132, по.33) (550—540, cf. AM 78 [1963] p.115) Һботгі- 
хам, бла. Most of the remainder of these texts with geminates written simplex are 
probably earlier than 500 B.C., and Jeffery places most of them somewhat before 
that, viz.: 12976 (= IGAA p.133, no.34) (са. 560—550?) Téuxov, бЛобеу; I? 1021 
(= IGAA p.143, no. 56) (ca. 550—540?) hunooteato; IGAA р. 121, по. 12 (ca. 525?) 
МеЖоес; I? 1009 (= IGAA p.142, по.54) (са. 525-500?) Mvoívsc; 12 985 (= ІСАА 
p.121, no.13) (525-500?) Кадалоубос; 12 1030 (text in Doric, = LSAG p.206, 
no. 14) (ca. 500 or shortly thereafter?) Meoávioc. 

For Мооќутс on I? 1041, cf. 43.01352, p.522 (under Мугіпа) infra. 

The writing of geminates begins in the dipinti in the last part of the sixth century В.С. Thus, 
of the vases of Epiktetos, cf. ARV? p.70ff., generally dated to the last decade of the sixth 
century, himmagyos оп ARV? nos. 13, 17, 21, 24, 25, 28, 29, 37, 64, and 72 is considerably 
more frequent than hixagyoc, on ARV? пов. 59, 60, 80; cf. Xaíguxoc on ARV? по. 61. Written 
geminates are the rule on ostraca of the 480s: КаХМЧухоеуос is about three times more frequent 
than Kadiyoevoc; hutzoxoátec is about five times more frequent than hutoxoóátec; Хобубіллос 
occurs on nine ostraca, Хобуділос on two, etc. These statistics on unpublished ostraca from 
the Agora (1967) were made known to me by Prof. E. Vanderpool. In 1969 he found that there 
were 216 instances of the double consonant as against 121 cases of the simplex writing of 
geminates in the early fifth-century Agora ostraca as a group (cf. Vanderpool, Ostracism 
pp. 14—15). The later ostraca of Menon (450—443) have a surprisingly large number of in- 
stances of Гарубтьос, cf. Kerameikos 3, pp. 62ff., nos.90—98, 113—4, 116, but Гарубттіос is 
nonetheless more frequent, cf. Kerameikos 3, pp. 62 ff., nos. 68, 77-88, 115, 118-120. 


43.012 Geminate simplification 


After the practice of writing out geminates is established in the first quarter of the 
fifth century it is unusual to find them simplified, except in certain cases where there 
seems to have been genuine hesitation (cf. 43.0131—43.0137, pp.517—527 infra). 
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Examples of simplification occur sporadically, however, at all periods and even in 
decrees, although the majority are on sep. monuments. Some examples may be just 
graphic mistakes, but certain tendencies may be isolated. There are probably enough 
instances of -A- for -ÀJ).- to justify the assumption that this geminate has been simplified 
by some elements of the population; -АА- also occurs occasionally for -А- (cf. examples 
in 43.022, no.1, p.532 infra). Likewise -ппос is frequent for -qvuoc. The fairly 
large number of examples of -0- for -00- consists almost entirely of ethnic adjectives, 
many of them having the suffix -100a; as -00- is normally absent from Attic, it is 
likely that there was a tendency to simplify it to -o-. 

The data for -00- and -o- is quite complex and is discussed separately (cf. 43.01351—43.01352, 
pp. 519—523 infra). 

Simplifications like сбиахос involve also assimilation of abv to p- and internal composition; 
cf. also 48.06, p. 636 infra. 

For Паруђсоос̧/Паоуасбс, cf. 43.01362, p.525 infra. 

For simplification of ле, тб, ху, cf. 43.05, p. 541 infra. 


Lit.: MS? p.96, note 844. 


Examples: 

1) -х- for -хх-: 
éxAnotav II? 360.57 (325/4) decree. 
éxA[notav II? 851.6 (ante 224/3) decree. 
éxAnota Hesperia 38 (1969) p.425, no.2, line 41 (220/19) decree, éxxAnoudv ib. 7; has other 
crude copying errors (cf. Hesperia 38, p. 427). 
éxAnotats IG П, no.471, line21 (= II? 1006.21, which needs correction) (122/1) decree (L.). 
The spelling блока presumably due to simplification of the cluster -xxA- to -хА-, cf. 47.013, 
p.574 infra. 
[éxA]|[no]iat is restored іп 02 243.11—12 (stoich.) (337/6) decree, which also has Камледтс 
(cf. no. 2 infra) and Mvovovovos (cf. 43.01352 infra). 


СІ. spellings like Котс, EKegapéwv, etc., cf. 48.012, nos. 51ff., p. 578 infra. 

2) -А- for 22-: 
KáXavoyoosc I? 829 (s. V a., probably after ca. 445) ded. 
KvA&vuoi 12 198.21 (= ATL 2, no. 8) (447/6) tribute list (cf. 43.0132, p. 518 infra). 
Zx£Mo 12 772 (cf. Hesperia 42 [1973] р. 173, no. 1) (ca. 420 or later) ded. (cf. p. 512 supra). 
Камллос II? 11786 a (in text) (са. 400) sep. mon. 
КаМмото II? 6996 (са. 400) sep. mon. This text is crude; X is added incorrectly to every word 
in the text (L.). 
Kadota Il? 5971 (ante 350) sep. mon. 
Камодёутс II? 2388.10 (са. 350) cat.; has "Ауа лос, perhaps |КоХ ид е(доц ib. 1 (L.). 
КоЖос II? 2385.51 (ca. 350) cat. 
Кефаћтуѓа IT? 236.b 12 (338/7) decree (cf. 43.0132, p. 517 infra). 
КадтёАлс II? 243.8 (337/6) decree, has ExAnotav, Моо уо®о1ос (cf. 43.01352 infra). 
Kahiov II? 2394.7 (340/39 aut 313/2) cat. (known only from Fourmont’s copy). 
КаМо(дёулс Hesperia 2 (1933) p. 498, no. 14, line 11 (fin. s. IV a.) cat. 
“АлоХхФбооос II? 6347 (s. IVa.) sep. mon. (L.). 
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ТооМоудс II? 10456 (post 300) sep. mon. 

Кемотойтс I? 1534 B.250 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., һав-л- for -лл, -т- for -тт-. 
Кадіом IP 957.35 (157/6) decree, КадМом ib. 32 (L.). 

КаЖотодтоу II? 10818 (s. Па.) sep. mon. 

“Алоһоукед0с ПІ? 5688.3 (s. Па.) sep. mon. 

Тооаудс IP? 10458 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 


3) -p- for -ш-: 
yoapatéa IP 41.15 (378/7) decree (L.). 
ovbpayor II? 42.5 (378/7) decree; but доррох-7 times al.; cf. 48.06, p.636 infra. 
élyoapateve II? 96.4 (375/4) decree. 
хотахехорёуоу II? 1469.133 (post 320/19) inv., has -хощи- ib. 137. 
вубарате|юєм II? 771.4 (fin. s. Ш а.?) decree, small fr. known only from Pittakes. 
yeapatets Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.173, по.105, line5 (= IP 1059 [= IP 1758)) (ca. 
40-302) decree, ©лоүраңатебс ib. 7 (L.). 
Zvpaxía II? 12674 (s. ТИШр.) sep. mon. 
yoapatetc II? 1822.18 (init. s. Шр.) pryt. cat. 
yoauatéa in IG П, no.329, line 48 (= ПІ? 678.49, corrected) (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) decree is 
doubtful: the text is known only from a corrupt copy of Pococke. 


4) -л- for -лл-: 
"AváEutoc II? 2388.11 (ca. 350) cat., has Kahı- (L.). 
Хшсілг II? 7639 (ca. 350) sep. mon. 
Пооєѓділос II? 1622.711 (са. 342/1) inv. 
Ка\алос̧ IP 3105.47 (= Rheinmuth р. 51, по. 13) (329/8 aut 324/3) ded. 
Ev&evinov IP 2679.1 (post 303/2) horos (mortgage). 
ixeig Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, no.1, line7 (= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree (hippeis), has 
ілл- passim al. 
Perin II? 1534B.203 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., has -À- for -А-, -t- for -тт-. 
Палос 12 2235.46 (226/7 — 234/5 p.) eph. cat. 
Cf. "Ауоміла (bis) BCH 96 (1972) p.597, p.596 (fig.9) (= Deltion 25 [1970] Chronika p. 15) 
(date?) fr. of a tile. Cf. the graffiti: ФіМлтс Agora 21, p.37, no. F103 (fin. s. Va.); uxo, 
ding Agora 21, p. 10, по. B 17 (150—200p.). 


5) -o- for -оо-: 
*Alixagvóáovo, Р 194.39 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.31) (451/0) tribute list (cf. 43.01362, p.524 
infra). 
Kvofio&c І? 198.22 (= ATL 2, no. 8) (447/6) tribute list (cf. 43.01362, p. 525 infra). 
“АМхаруаоїс П? 8041 (365—340) sep. mon. 
АХО = Ótooó II? 7195.4 (post 350) sep. mon., has crude copying errors. 
Хефооуу II? 7863.7 (paulo ante 317/6) sep. mon. 
Avxaóvioa II? 9219 а (in add.) (paulo post 300) sep. mon. 
Во отус II? 776.9 (255/4) decree (L.). 
Mha IP 9354 (s. Ш/П а.) sep. mon. 
"Аммабуааєйс II? 8042 (s. ШЛІ а.) sep. mon. (L.). 
MaocoAvárngs II? 9296 a (in add.) (ca. s. Па.) sep. mon. 
АаобОооо 112 9166 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. 
Me]9óvvoa II? 9329 (s. Ia.) sep. mon. 
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*Avuóxua II? 8150 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.). 

“Аутдхіоа II? 8232 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (L.). 

'Avuóxuoa II? 8239 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

$963 )aoa II? 13222.4— 5 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. (L.). 

MoXocís II? 9972 (date?) sep. mon.; known only from an early copy. 


6) -t- for -TT-: 

Гарутупос II? 5932.4 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon., alongside Га(оүҢ)гаос ib. 7. 
Уфӯто< H? 7515.2 (ante 350) sep. mon. (crude) (L.). 

Хфіупос II? 7513 (са. 350) sep. mon. 

Өрсбила II? 12808 (са. 350) sep. mon. 

tétages П2 1673.21 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 р. 112) inv. 

ло]бте‹ Hesperia 13 (1944) p. 231, no. 5, line 7 (paulo ante 321/0) decree. 
Кітос Deltion 23 (1968) p.6, no. 2, line 5 (= SEG 24.223) (fin. s. IV a.) ded. 
лойтоу II? 655.7 (285/4) decree (L.). 

Өрайта II? 8906.2 (post 300) sep. mon. 

Өсдата II? 8925.2 (post 300) sep. mon. 

xétagec II? 1534B.193 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., has -A- {ог -АА-, -л- for -ля-. 
Zqemíov II? 10344 (not part of II? 1034 abc).14, 20 (5. Ia.?) cat. fr. (L.). 
Гарүтүсйоу (bis) II? 5929 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.). 

#ЕЕоВаћттоу II? 7498 (ante 150 p.) sep. mon. (L.). 

Хфітаоу ЇЇ? 3680.11 (init. s. Шр.) ded. 

>‹фїгаос II? 7509.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

Модотос II? 12170 (aet. Rom.) sep. топ. 

Тһе Medtta of the sep. mon., IP 12066 (s. ГУа.), could be for Мета, cf. the common 
МеМтт at Athens, or for МёМмхто. 

The spelling Еуатоу (scanned as а dactyl) in the sep. mon., П2 12794.5 (= СУМІ 1, p.552, 
no. 1836) (fin. s. Пр.), might be an intended Ёууатоу, if it is not for etvatov, or a contra metrum 
spelling (cf. 7.0111 c, p. 139 supra; 25.00, p. 386 supra). 

The failure to write geminates correctly is characteristic of the careless orthography of the 
defixiones, cf. ФоХ4бо IG IIL3, по. 22.7; лбХоха по. 68.Ь 14; УуШау по.86.2, XóovXa no. 8.4; 
Пооевібілос no.30.5; Лоалом no. 111.1; М(6)шлос по. 117.2; etc. There are many examples 
of үХФто: IG Ш.3, no. 52.2; no. 56.4; по.88.а4; etc. There is no precise indication of date for 
any of these defixiones within the limits ca. 400—ca. 200 B. C.; үХФта occurs thrice in another, 
Kerameikos 3, p.91, no.3, said to date from about 450 B.C. (but cf. Introduction, p.8 supra). 
Cf. yAóta (three times) in another, Kerameikos 3, p.97, no.9 (са. 350). False geminates also 
occur occasionally in these texts, e. g.: уббуміос IG Ш.3, no. 101 (init. s. IV a.); dviooar no. 94.14 
(са. 4002); “Асотбууциос no. 102. b4—5 (400-350); бАХоч(с| no. 77. b 5 (s. IVAI а.?); -EITTIZ— 
= ef vic?) no. 158.11 (init. s. IV a.?). 

Simplex writing of geminates is also not infrequent on the lead pinakia identifying horses of 
the hippeis, although the normal spellings are a great deal more frequent: cf. KoAaí6ou АМ 85 
(1970) p.217, no.249; Kadevixou p.217, no.250; Kadiov p.218, no.261; Mevixov p.223, 
no.368; лообс p.226, nos.412, 417, 419; p.228, no.446; p.229, no.465; p.231, nos.502, 
499; p.234, nos. 552a, 553. АП the foregoing are of the third century B.C. Cf. also 1006 on 
two of these pinakia of the fourth century B.C., Hesperia 46 (1977) p. 109, nos. 10, 11. False 
geminates are rare on these texts, e. g. УӨеууібоу AM 85 (1970) р. 229, no. 467 (s. Ша.). 


Corrections: Il? 2237.105 (= IG Ш, no. 1193): “Аттахбс (L.); I? 2167.15 (= IG Ш, no. 1248): 
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Ка\Мллос̧; 11210063 (= ІСП, no.3262) Kaddunnidns; 125986 (= IGI, no.1986): 
ФУХуос (not ФОллос) (cf. Conze, Textband 3, p.350, no. 1651); 12 6543 (= IG П, no.2221): 
Корубадєїс. 


43.013 Fluctuation in the writing of geminates 


In certain lexical items there seems to have been genuine hesitation between a 
simplex and a geminate consonant. 
Lit.: MS? p.95, notes 840—843; Lademann рр. 120-121. 


43.0131 х-хх 


The large building inv., II? 1672 (329/8), has обхос̧ three times, in lines 73, 74, 108, 
and обххос once in line 198; сахҳофб(уттс̧) occurs in II? 2403.5 (part of II? 10, cf. 
SEG 21.218; 24.75) (401/400) decree. The fluctuation is paralleled by Aristo- 
phanes’ use of the word: oaxx- іп Ach. 745, Lys. 1209, oax- іп Ach. 822, Ecc. 502 
(1907 Oxford ed. of Hall and Geldart). 

The -хх- seen іп anthroponyms like Mixxos, Muxxíov, etc. is an expressive geminate typical 
of hypocoristic forms, cf. 42.0212, p. 507, p. 510 supra. 


For earlier Лахийдтүс, both Aaxxiadng (influence of Aóxxog?) and Аахадбис аге 
found in Roman times: 
Aaxniadne: cf. e.g. I? 3112.15, 16 (75/6-87/8р.) ded.; 112 1733.3 (init. s. Ір.) cat.; II? 2023.3 
(ca. 112p.) eph. cat.; II? 2776.31 (aet. Trajani? cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial records; 
II? 2068.88 (155/6p.) eph. cat. (L.). 
Aanadngs: cf. e.g. ІІ? 6634 (s. Ip.), ІР 6627 (s. Пр.), І? 6633 (aet. Rom.), II? 6618 (aet. Rom.) 
sep. monuments; etc. 

In Attic texts -x- is never geminate in nedexijoat: II? 1666.A 10, A14, A33, А47, A96 
(356/5 —353/2) іпу.; cf. also dxeAéxiota: II? 1678 b.A7 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv. 

For the epic леХеххао (€ леле Као), néAexxov, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p.314; ztéAexxov, 
Schwyzer, GG 1, p. 472. 


43.0132 1-Х 


The lambda is geminate іп KeqaAnvía and its ethnic КефодХХүү, cf. II? 43.B 11 
(378/7), II? 96.6—7, 8 (375/4), 1298.22 (375/4), all decrees. Kepadnvia. in a later 
decree, II? 236.b 12 (338/7) (L.). But only -А- in the Attic deme КефоЛі) and in the 
demotics Кефаддєу and КефоЛефс, e.g. 12 220.4 (= ATL 2, no. 34.4) (421/0) tribute 
list; 12 302.28 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, no.77) inv. (L.); 12 370.7 (421/0- 
416/5) inv.; II? 1407.3 (384/3) inv.; II? 1436.2 (349/8) inv.; etc. 

Lambda is geminate іп KoJÀvróg and the demotic КоХАлтеус: 12 374.29, 180 
(408—406) inv. (L.); 12 373.65, 255 (409/8) inv.; 1? 264.58 (422/1) іпу.; IP. 1747.40 
(343/2?) pryt. cat.; II? 1749.38 (341/0) pryt. cat. (L.); II? 2024.19 (112/3 p.) eph. cat.; 
the sep. monuments II? 6498 — II? 6510; etc. 
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The anthroponym АғохФХос has only one -А-: 12 1187.1, 7, 13 (ca. 350) decree 
(deme); II? 1623.179 (333/2) inv. 

For Коат0%2)ос, cf. 43.022, no. 1, p.533 infra. 

А single example of -A- in KvAávttot probably belongs with other simplified 
geminates in 43.012 supra; KvAXav- occurs three times (examples in 46.035, p.566 
infra). 

There is uncertainty about the spelling of ó vatAog versus tò vaUAAov іп codd. 
vatAoc occurs in II? 1672.126, 159 (329/8) inv.; but vatAXov іп II? 1128.13 (ante 
350) decree (of Cean cities) is ambiguous (masc. or neuter acc.?); so also уабАХОГ in 
the very fragmentary II? 1674.6 (post 350) inv. (?) fr. 


43.0133 v—vv 


Ny is geminate in: 
үеуутүсйс: II? 1229.5 (post 350) decree (genos). 


Kuxxuweve: 2 1654.32 (post 395/4) inv.; II? 3834.3 (post 350) ded.; 112 766.23 (246/5) 
decree; II? 1706.17 (fin. s. Ша.) cat.; I? 901.9 (ca. 185/4) decree; II? 2983.12 (111/0) ded.; 
II? 4468.2 (s. Ia.) ded.; II? 1774.36 (167/8р.) pryt. cat. (L.); the sep. monuments, 112 6457— 
II? 6469; etc. 


Пофууос: II? 43.В 12 (378/7) decree. 


Ny is invariably geminate іп anthroponyms in Моуу-, е. g.: 
Muwiov: 12 374.171 (408—406) inv. (L.); П2 1654.7 (post 395/4) inv.; 12 2315.30 (post 180) 
cat.; etc. 


Муууіоу: II? 12255 (init. s. IVa.), II? 5273 (са. 360—350), II? 12192 (са. 350) sep. monu- 
ments; II? 1533.7 (post 338/7) inv. 


Mowe: II? 12193 (са. 420), II? 12194 (са. 400), 126740 (са. 350) sep. monuments; IP 
1534 B.245 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 


Мууубохос: II? 2318.119 (fin. s. IVa.) cat; П?665.6 (266/5, cf. SEG 15.103) decree; II? 
1299.86 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); etc. 


Mvvvásn: ЇЇ? 12593 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon. 
Mvvvívn: II? 1534B.214 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 
Movvwoc: II? 6004.1 (390—365) sep. mon. 

The М stands for -уу- in Моміҳос̧ on a bf. vase, cf. ABV p.331, Priam painter no. 5 (= CVA, 
England 9, plates 8.5 —6; 7.9; 9.3 arid text pp.99—100) (fin. s. VIa.). 

Ny is invariably geminate in 'AXoxexovvfjotoc, IIeAozovvíjotoc, IIgoxovvíjotoc, 
where it derives from *sn (ПеХМолоо-уудос, etc.): 
"AXexexovvijoc: Cf. examples in 11.015, p.217 supra. 


ПеХолоууйо-: 12 50.12 (440/39) decree; 12 324.18 (426/5-423/2) шү. Р 101.4 (412/1) 
decree; 1? 301.4, 9 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) inv.; ІІ? 112.38 (362/1) decree; II? 9112 (са. 350) 
sep. mon.; AM 66 (1941) p.221, no. 3, line 10 (post 304/3) decree (ethelontai). 


Поохоууйоюос: I? 199.24 (= ATL2, no.9, col.5.17) (446/5); 12201.21 (= ATL2, по.11, 
col.2.3) (444/3); P 202.22 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2); P 213.28 (= ATL 2, no.23, со1.2.35) 
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(432/1); Hesperia 41 (1972) p. 419, line 14 (418/7) all tribute lists; sep. monuments: I? 10114/5 
(са. 400), П2 10111 (ante 350), I? 10112 (s. IVa.), II? 10113 (s. IVa.) (Поохбуупоос). 


But in Хєробууоос always -v-, cf. examples іп 43.03, pp. 536— 537 infra. 


43.0134 л--лл 


Рі is always geminate in отуллеіоу: II? 1631.336 (323/2) inv., where the printed 
text of ІС II? is wrong (L.); II? 1673.41 (333/2? cf. АЕ 1971 p.112); and отфллауос: 
12 1414.26 (post 385/4), IP. 1641.50 (са. 350), II? 1517.127, 178 (353/2—341/0), 
Il? 1518.66 (post 341/0), II? 1523.12, 17, 27 (350—336), IP 1524.184, 185, 190, 202, 
222 (post 334/3), 121525.15 (337/6), 12 1527.34, 46 (post 327/6), 112 1529.15 
(post 350) all inventories. 


43.01351 о--оо (after prefixes, in composition) 


When words with initial 0- are compounded with prefixes ending in vowels there 
is considerable variation between -0- and'-oo-, but in several cases there is a pro- 
nounced preference for -оо-. The tendency for geminated -00- after vowels may be 
seen even in external combination in examples like тб ооє[т]б іп a decree, 1281.15 
(421/0), with tov бетду in line 5 (L.); Govéuaxa ооонобс in an inv., I? 314.40 (407/6) 
(L.). But elsewhere in the latter text and in its companion of the year before there 
occurs the same spelling ooupóc, but at the beginning of a sentence; these spellings 
may be late cases of the original form in ọọ- (from sr-); if not, they must be due to 
some sort of extension of ọọ- from cases like dotépata оохроїс or be due to the 
preservation of ọọ- in лаодоотшо, cf. 12 313.21, 22, 28; 12 314.27, 28. боЦота xat 
ооб|юта has been restored іп a decree (stoich.), cf. AJP 88 (1967) pp.29ff., line 28 
(= new fr. of ATL 2, no. D 8; 12 65) (426/5). Cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.303. 

After augment and reduplication the gemination of o is normal; exceptions are rare (cf. 
Morphology). 


Examples (all texts are inventories unless otherwise noted): 


1) боуоңш: 
dGxogaívovta 12 244.138 (418/7); P. 247.196 (415/4). 
блороаќуоутои: 12 235.39 (431/0); 8236.49 (430/29); 1241.104 (425/4); Y 242.115 
(424/3); I? 243.125 (423/2). 
алораутўроу: I? 256.5 (434/3); I? 269.121 (417/6); 12 270.136 (416/5); IP 1424а(іп add.). 
361 (369/8). 
алооосоутфоюу: 12 257.12 (433/2); P 267.93 (419/8); 12 274.171 (409/8, cf. SEG 10.198); 
II? 1424.10 (374/3, cf. SEG 21.549); II? 1425.306 (368/7); 12 1429.40 (са. 367/6). 
TEQLWAVTHOLOV (-00- is avoided, at least in Attic texts): II? 1640.26 (354/3) (L.); II? 1641.38 (са. 
350); II? 1500.26 (340—330); II? 1544.66 (333/2). 


2) ао(о)арботос: I? 372.55, 66 (409/8) аоафбот-; ib. 65: аробВӧот-. For égoaffóou[évovc 
Ii? 1685.В, 6 (init. s. Ша.) inv., cf. Morphology. 
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3) балт- (-00- is not attested, except in verb forms like éggapévoc, cf. H? 1517.133, cf. 
Morphology): 
Олёролтон: I? 1542.22 (са. 350). 
vevoooó(qoc): Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208 ff., line 456 (= 112 1558.14) (ca. 330—320) inv. (L.). 
лЕОш|б|лтоха: II? 2361.12 (init. s. Шр.) cat. 

4) &aoofjonv: II? 1013.32 (fin. s. Па.) decree. 


5) -оттсос, -отдеіс: 
&eentoc: Hesperia 9 (1940) p.97, по.18 (= SEG 10.321) (са. 455) ded. (іп verse): а]ооїто; 
Annuario n.s. 21/22 (1959/60) p.421 (= SEG 22.156) (са. 176p.) ded. (in verse); II? 3752.7 
(s. Пр.) ded. (in verse); II? 3639.6 (ca. 170 p.) ded. (in verse). 
длбооттос: 12 34.2 (ante 446/5) decree; Hesperia 17 (1948) p.25, no.12, line 60 (95/4) 
decree; Kerameikos 3, p.4, no.5, line 30 (ca. 100) decree; П2 1110.8 (180— 192p.) letter of 
Commodus. 


Eúĝðúgomos: 12 933.4 (ante 446) cas. list. 

"Аутіоттос: II? 1742.103 (370/69?) pryt. cat. 

дуадтудеутес: II? 1468.12 (321/0). 

лаотүжас: Hesperia 4 (1935) p.525, no.39, line 20 (226/5) decree. Here, of course, -00- is 
expected and normal (+ nag + бто-) and -о- is due to geminate simplification. 


A similar simplification may possibly be posited for Паобоюс, although all the certain 
examples of.this anthroponym date from Roman times; Поо|оаов|(ас has been tentatively 
restored in a fifth-century cas. list, cf. I2 928.56 (465/4). 


Ilaooéáotoc: II? 2223.33 (са. 218/9р.) (L.); 112 2225.9 (са. 218/9p.) both eph. catalogs; cf. 
Парртоќа, II? 8263 (aet. Rom., cf. note in add. to IG ЇЇ?) sep. mon. 


Tagaovoc: II? 1996.60 (84/5 —92/3 p.) (L.), II? 2052.82 (145/6p.) eph. catalogs; II? 4949.1 (ca. 
200p.) ded.; II? 2221.75 (217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.). 


TloAtentos: 112 1558.16 (= Hesperia 28 [1959] pp. 208 ff., line 458) (са. 330—320) inv. (L.). 
6) Өйүудш: 
Фоотхтос: II? 11952.7 (s. V p.) sep. mon. (L.). 


длоор[]Бас: Р 1085.3 (446, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.137, по.51) sep. mon. (set up by three 
Athenian tribes for Pythion of Megara) (L.). 


хатаррахтдс: IP 2500.55 (fin. s. IV a.) loc. (deme): ха таооахтоі. 
xatagaxtos: 112 463.76 (307/6) decree: xa[v]aga[xx] otc. 

7) Полорту: 

In Attic inscriptions only -о- is attested: 
TloAv|enva: II? 844.16—17 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p. 239) decree (L.). 
Подуюйуюос: II? 10105 (ca. 200), II? 10103 (s. Па.), II? 10104 (s. Ia.) all sep. monuments. 
For the existence of -00-, cf. Steph. Byz. s. v. MoAveony. 

8) биарроёс: 12 81.15 (421/0) decree. 

9) -gono: 
аут(оро[ла: 1? 945.12 (432/1) cas. list. 
(о|оордлоо: II? 1013.34 (fin. s. Па.) decree. 
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10) боби: 
'&aeev[8utoavr: I? 373.70 (409/8). 
лауефоубиос: II? 2221.45 (217/8 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.). 


11) zagóo(o)vya: 

Although many of the naval inventories contain many examples of the word, each is con- 

sistent in its spelling of it. The only exception is 12 1631 (323/2) with nagagevpata in lines 263, 
275, but хаса|рбната in 262—263; probably the latter is an accidental omission caused by 
moving to the new line. 
zxagágupo: II? 1610.18 (ca. 370); II? 1611.244, 249, 301, 302, 310, 338, 339, 388, 389, 396, 
405, 407, 412, 413, 425 (357/6); IP 1612.73, 76, 270, 299, 309, 321, 339, 350, 355, 377 
(356/5); II? 1471.65 (post 318/7); II? 1627.91, 93, 96, 98—99, 101, 103, 161, 163, 181, 346, 
348, 445, 446, 467, 468 (330/29); II? 1628.267, 270, 273, 278, 283, 328, 330, 584, 585, 603, 
604 (326/5); II? 1629.389, 391, 394, 396, 399, 401, 404, 406, 451, 452—453, 1079, 1080 
(325/4); ІР 1631.262—263 (323/2); II? 1479.55 (post 312/1). 
Tagaeoupa: II? 1609.48, 64, 85, 86, 113, 121 (ante 370/69); ІІ? 1613.177, 178, 222, 235 
(353/25 Ш2 1620.29, 30 + Il? 1621.11, 12, 104, 105 (348/7? cf. SEG 24.160); ІР 1668.86 
(347/6); ТІ? 1622.153, 161, 162, 180, 194, 195, 208, 209, 223, 224, 242, 256, 259, 268, 290, 
291, 307, 308, 325, 326, 337, 340, 428, 429, 465, 467, 641, 642, 716, 717 (са. 342/1); IP? 
1624.115, 116 (336-330); II? 1625.7, 24 (ca. 330); II? 1631.263, 275 (323/2). 


43.01352 о--00 (not after prefixes) 


In the Classical and earlier Hellenistic Periods the rho is always geminate in the name 
of the deme Морогуобтто, and in Мчоовуофаюос, the demotic of the other deme 
Мооогуобс, A single exception, analogous to examples of simplification of geminates 
іп 43.012 supra, occurs іп a decree of 337/6, 12 243.7: Muguv[ovavos, has also 
Kadıtéàng (cf. 43.012, no.2, p.514 supra). The next examples of -o- in these words 
are from the second century, e.g.: II? 2333.11 (са. 180) cat.; II? 3478.2, 3, 4 (post 
150) ded.; II? 6912 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. 

In the Roman Period the spelling with -00- is less frequent than that with -0-, a clear 
indication that -оо- in these words has been simplified to -о-. 


Examples from the Roman Period: 

-0- (Mugtvotoioc, Mugwotrims, Мудріуобуттс): II? 1963.28 (13/2), II? 1967.14 (36/7 p.), I? 
1996.41, 128 (84/5-92/3р.) (L.) eph. catalogs; 12 6899 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 11? 2020.17 (ca. 
110p. aut paulo post), II? 2028.14 (110—120 p.) eph. catalogs; II? 1765.34 (138/9p.) pryt. cat.; 
I? 2054.11 (145/6p.), II? 2052.37, 38 (145/6р.) (L.) II? 2090.51 (165/6p.) eph. catalogs; 
126923 (з. Пр.) (L.), 126919 (s. Пр.), ІР 6891, 12 6917, II? 6925 (all aet. Rom.), II? 6903 
(date?), II? 6914 (date?) sep. monuments; etc. 

-00- (Мчоогуофоһос, etc.): II? 2338.24 (27/6 — 18/7) cat.; II? 1722.10 (post 9/8) cat.; II? 2086.64 
(163/4р.) eph. cat.; II? 6918 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; II? 2087.50 (163/4p.) eph. cat.; 1? 6885, IP? 
6904, II? 6915, II? 6916, 1I? 6922, ІІ? 6924 (all aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 


-00- is virtually universal in Attic texts in the woman's name Mvooív and in the 
name of the plant uvooívn. In the archaic sep. mon., I? 1009 (= IGAA p.142, no. 54) 
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(са. 525-5002), the spelling Ммоіуе represents Mvooíve (cf. similar spellings in 
43.011, p.513 supra). The name already occurs twice (once dipinto, once graffito) 
spelled Muggives on a painted terracotta ball dated са. 500 B.C., cf. GRBS 8 (1967) 
pp.255—266, plates 1-2. 

Mvooívn: II? 1529.19 (post 350), II? 1531.8 (post 350), H2 1523.25 (350-336); I? 1534 A.78 
(291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) all inventories; AE 1948—49, pp.146ff. (— SEG 12.80) (fin. s. V 
a. aut init. s. IVa.), II? 12200 (init. s. IVa.), 126335 (400—350), 127071 (са. 350), II? 5492 
(са. 350), I 12196-12 12203 (s. V a.—aet. Rom.), etc. all sep. monuments; etc. 

коробут: 12 313.150 (408/7) inv.; IP 1231.8 (fin. s. IVa.), 12 1235.14 (са. 248/7) decrees 
(genos); П2 949.18 (165/4) decree; etc. 

Exceptional are the sep. monuments, II? 12204 (ca. 360), II? 12204a (in add. 
nova) (са. 300) with: [M]voív[n]. The spelling with -0- is also found in the Roman 
Period, where it may indicate a simplification of -00- > -0- comparable to that seen 
іп Мюоргуобоцос, etc., cf. П2 6154 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. Cf. also IIaoáovoc, see p.520 
supra. 

But -0- is universal in Mvguva, the name of two towns, one on Lemnos, the other near Kyme 
in Asia Minor, and the ethnic Моогуатос, Numerous examples in the tribute lists never have a 
geminate -00-: 

Lemnian Myrina: I? 198.100 (= ATL 2, no.8, col.2.111) (447/6); 1? 200.25 (= ATL 2, по.10, 
col. 4.30) (445/4); I? 201.43 (= ATL 2, по. 11, col. 5.31) (444/3); I? 202.32 (= ATL 2, по.12) 
(443/2); 12 204.82 (= ATL 2, no. 14, col. 2.100) (441/0); I? 231.17 (= ATL 2, no.26, col. 1.18) 
(429/8); P 220.10 (= ATL 2, no. 34, col. 2.9) (421/0). 

Мунпа near Kyme: 12 193.7 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1); I? 195.55 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 2.28) 
(450/49); I? 198.11 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6); I? 199.14 (= ATL 2, no.9) (446/5); 12 201.29 
(= ATL 2, по. 11, col. 2.28) (444/3); I? 203.15 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1); 12 205.18—19 (= ATL 
2, no.15, col. 1.18—19) (440/39); 1 212.45 (= ATL 2, по.22, col. 1.33) (433/2); 12213.34 
(= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.41) (432/1); 12 218.44 (= ATL 2, no.25, col. 1.52) (430/29); I? 214.9 
(= ATL 2, no. 27, col. 3.17) (428/7). 

Note also: I? 947.1 (date unknown, perhaps са. 431?) cas. list of Lemnian cleruchs; І? 1041 
(s. Va., has four-bar sigma) sep. mon.; II? 1224ab.6, 15, 21, 24 (ca. 166) decree (Athenian 
cleruchs); II? 9975 (ca. 150), II? 9974 (aet. Rom.) both sep. monuments; etc. 

In Мбоюу and Mugwvidys the rho is always written simplex: e.g.: Мбошу: 12 400 Ia.3 
(paulo post 457), also ib.Ib.3 (copy of Roman times), ded.; I? 537 (late fifth century? has 
four-bar sigma) ded.; 1I? 3829.1, 2, 4 (са. 350) ded.; II? 2336.117 (102/1—97/6) cat.; etc. 
Muowwvidne: 112 1747.31 (343/22) pryt. cat.; II? 1622.578 (са. 342/1) inv.; II? 6392 (ante 350) 
sep. mon.; etc. 

The anthroponym 'Aoíqoov has -0-, not -00-, cf. II? 3092.6 (init. s. IVa.) ded.; II? 1782.20 
(177/8 p.) pryt. cat.; etc. Cf. also 'Agupoáónc, IP. 5732 (365—340) sep. mon. Two ostraca with 
”Аробфроуос belong with examples of false gemination like 'Aoovatóvvpoc, cf. 43.022, p.533 
infra. But always -00- in ”Аооеуй бус (frequent, examples in 23.0110, p.373 supra); and 
*Aooideus, e. g. II? 1747.11 (343/2?) pryt. cat., an Athenian. 

In the adjective Bdge(t)og (һе -0- is simplex: I? 373.29 (409/8) іпу.; II? 463.120 (307/6) 
decree. But in the noun only -00- is found, viz.: ооойдеу: II? 1241.9 (300/299) decree (phratry); 
II? 1579.11 (init. s. IVa.), И? 1582.17, 47, etc. (342/1) inventories; and many other examples 
in these poletai lists dealing with mines, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) pp. 189ff. Spellings like Bog: in 
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II? 1582.21 are due to abbreviatory shortening. The ВОРАХ on two rf. vases, ARV? p.496, 
Oreithyia painter nos. 1 (= FR 2, Textband р. 186, fig. 66, FR plate 94) and 2 (= CVA, Germany 
12, plate 205.1—2), belongs with other early dipinti in which geminate consonants are written 
simplex, cf. 43.011, p. 513 supra. 

The rho is always geminate іп the Attic demotic Кдфооос, e.g.: II? 1138.29 (390—380, cf. 
SEG 16.105) decree (tribe); Il? 1929.20 (init. s. IVa.) cat.; 12 2828.2 (са. 350) ded.; II? 1622.628 
(са. 342/1) inv.; П2 1627.205 (330/29) inv.; IP 1629.553 (325/4) inv.; Hesperia 35 (1966) 
pp.205ff., line 58 (= 112 2413.3) (304/3) cat.; IP 901.2 (са. 185/4) decree; II? 2447.5 (s. Па.) 
cat.; П22336.191 (102/1-97/6) сас; ІІ? 1008.112 (118/7) decree; etc. But a single -0- іп 
Ковламс, ethnic of the island of Кобтоа: II? 2496.8 (post 350) loc., and in the sep. monuments, 
II? 9110 (init. s. IVa.), II? 9112 (са. 350), 1129113 (s. Па.), 129111 (date?). Cf. the anthro- 
ponym Knooc, II? 2086.102 (163/4 p.) eph. cat. Likewise only -0- in the ship's name derived 
from that of the island, Кодпоїа: II? 1611.126, 139, 169 (357/6); ІІ? 1627.206, 225 (330/29); 
И? 1631.623 (323/2) inventories. But in the Roman Period -о- is found in the demotic, cf. 
Il? 2086.67 (163/4р.) eph. cat. 

So also -00- in Фоєйодіос, for which Фоебоос is a very rare variant, cf. II? 787.9 (236/5) 
decree (L.); II? 2199.53 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat.; Лўртто[ос Фоғарбо[о] II? 5155 (aet. Rom.) label оп 
а theatre-seat, perhaps Фоғао«оол? In II? 7723 (= IG П, no.2652) read Фо|евор юс (L.). 

Rho is geminate in Перосифос: 12 236.b 11 (338/7) decree (L.); II? 1132.66 (130/29) decree 
of Delphic amphiktyons (this part in Attic); ІР 10074 (date?) sep. mon. 

One -о- in тэрүү, cf. II? 1013.21 (fin. s. Ша.) decree: лорӯуос (this word is said to be Attic, cf. 
Pollux 6.45). 

Fairly frequent cases of л706с for xvooóc (but only a small portion of the total number of cases 
of the word) on lead pinakia of the third and fourth centuries B.C. identifying horses of the 
hippeis cannot be separated from other cases of simplex writing of geminates on those texts, 
e.g. КоМоо, Mevinov, etc. (cf. p.516 supra). 


43.01361 o~ оо (Attic toponyms) 


Sigma is never geminate in the Attic toponyms: 
Во, demotic Byoaeúg: cf. 12 302.10 (418—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.229, no.77) inv. (L.); 
II? 1585.10 (post 350) іпу.; I? 1750.18 (334/3) pryt. cat.; II? 2452.40 (са. 125/4) cat; IP 
2033.34 (ca. 150 p.) (now part of I 2064 and joined to it) (L.) eph. cat.; etc. 
"DAvoóc: 12 324.89 (426/5 -423/2) inv.; probably also 12 310.206 (429/8) inv.: 'Duo[6]; Hesperia 
22 (1953) p. 179, no.3.4 (s. Шр.) eph. cat.: ElAeuoo0 (cf. 9.024, no.42, p.201 supra) here a 
masc. anthroponym. 
Кифіобс, cf. the demotic Kyprovetc: 12 313.3 (408/7), 12 372.2 (409/8), 11? 1615.26 (post 
358/7) all inventories; etc.; “Елихүүр(охос: ІІ? 6067 (s. IVa.) sep. mon.; П2 783.2 (са. 244) 
decree; cf. names like Кифіабдаюос, Knquooyévng, etc., cf. РА nos. 8285—8419. 


The following non-Attic toponyms and ethnics also normally have only -o-: 


"Архёова: 12202.22 (= АТІ 2, по.12) (443/2), 1220450 (= ATL2, no.14, col.1.67) 
(441/0), І 213.39 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.46) (432/1), P. 214.3 (= ATL 2, no.27) (428/7) all 
tribute lists. But one such text has presumably a false gemination: I? 205.74 (= ATL 2, по.15, 
col. 1.77) (440/39). 


”Аруаобс: I? 22.70 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.). 
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“Еоеоюс: 1? 100.5 (ca. 415) decree fr.; II? 43.B21 (378/7) decree; II? 107.29 (368/7) decree; 
II? 8491 (fin. s. V a./init. 5. IV a.), II? 8490 (s. Па.) sep. monuments. 

"'Iaoeóc: 12 195.33 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col. 5.21) (450/49), I? 198.101 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.112) 
(447/6), 1? 200.17 (= ATL 2, no.10, col. 5.22) (445/4), I? 203.29 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1), 
Р 212.64 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 1.69) (433/2), I? 222.4 (= ATL 2, no.28.4) (427/6 aut 426/5), 
Р 220.21 (= ATL 2, no.34, col. 1.91) (421/0), ATL 2, no. 40, col. 1.12 (415/4) all tribute lists; 
II? 1956.145 (fin. s. IV a.) cat.; П2 8931 (post 350) sep. mon. 

Коойоһюс: I? 194.29 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.21) (451/0) tribute list; II? 43.B 26 (378/7) decree; 
II? 1128.12 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities). 

Кубюос (name), Kvooóc, Kvóovoc: II? 1956.105 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; 12 844.15 (181/0, cf. 
ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239) decree; II? 9044 (400—350), ІР 9045 (s. Пр.) sep. monuments. 
Аєою[аїос?: 12 64.42 (= ATL2, по. А9.152) (425/4) trib. list (after decree). This town 
is in Ionia (cf. р. 133 supra). 

Aaguaior (probably in Thessaly, cf. p.133 supra): II? 1956.61 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; II? 9201 
(s. Ша.), II? 9199 (s. ШЛа.), П2 9200 (init. s. Ip.) sep. monuments. 

Muhacevs: ІЗ 198.94 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 2.105) (447/6), 12 199.17 (= ATL 2, no.9, col. 5.10) 
(446/5), I? 200.26 (= ATL 2, по. 10, col. 5.31) (445/4) all tribute lists. 

Потооос: 12211.27 (= ATL2, no.21) (434/3) tribute list; “Iotacos (cf. p.439 supra): 
I? 64.106 (-- ATL 2, по. А 10, col. 5.16) (422/1) trib. list (after decree). 

Улоохбоюс: 12 1081 (= П2 10389) (са. 450? cf. LSAG p.275, no.10) sep. mon.; II? 101.2 
(373/2) decree; II? 105.36 (368/7) decree; sep. monuments, II? 10390 —II? 10399 (init. s. IVa.— 
s. ПЛа.). The Уорахобоосас of II? 584.6 (fin. s. IVa.) decree shows a variant in -00- also found 
іп codd., cf. Glotta 14 (1925) p.98; the expected Zvgáxovoau not attested in Attic inscriptions. 
"УВмаєйс: ATL 2, no.4, col. 5.26 (451/0) tribute list: h[v]B9uoéc. 


Cf. also Macavvaca- (examples іп 6.02с, p. 129 supra). 


43.01362 о--00 (non-Attic toponyms, names) 


Sigma is normally geminate in the following non-Attic toponyms and ethnic 
adjectives: 
“Амхаруасабс, Амнаруавоєйс, -60.05: The ethnic is very frequent in the tribute lists (cf. 
42.0111, p.496 supra). Also: I? 56.25 (са. 4302), P 110а.9 (= II? 142.9) (410/92), IP 136.4 
(354/3) decrees; ІІ? 3073.3 (307/6), 2 2794 (са. 307) dedications; I? 1956.147 (fin. s. 
IVa), 12 2313.22 (194—189) catalogs; 12 8044 (post 350), II? 8043 (s. ІУа.), II? 8039 
(s. ПЛа.), II? 8040 (date?), I12 8045 (date?) sep. monuments. But one tribute list and two sep. 
monuments have -o-, cf. 43.012, no. 5, р. 515 supra. 
'Auquooaioc: II? 8088 (post 317) sep. mon. 
'Aviooaioc: II? 43.B 20 (378/7) decree; II? 107.29 (368/7) decree. 
"Аолюобс: 12200.26 (= ATL 2, no. 10, col.3.31) (445/4) tribute list. 
"Авотүоіттіс: Frequent in the tribute lists, cf. 42.0111, p.496 supra. 
“Насос (ethnic of " Aoooc): Frequent in the tribute lists, сі. 42.0111, р. 496 supra. 
Gvoovoc: Found only in the tribute lists, e.g. 12 193.7 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1); I? 195.35 
(= ATL 2, no. 5, col. 3.23) (450/49); 12 200.4 (= ATL 2, по. 10) (445/4); etc. 
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Каоссоуағіс: 1125227 (са. 300) public sep. mon., erected by the Kaooavacig themselves, 
inhabitants of the Magnesian town known as Касдауойа or Каотоуоша, cf. Kirchner's note 
in IG IP. 

Kaooovigets: II? 1956.111 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; sep. monuments: 112 8997—IP 9002 (s. IVa.— 
s. Па.). For Катаубоа on vases, cf. 43.04, p. 540 infra; KaCavigets, cf. 44.02, no.36, p.549 
infra. Cf. also ће anthroponym Кбоооудорос, the Macedonian ruler in II? 469.9 (306/5), II 
470.b 13 (306/5), II? 641.14 (299/8), H? 682.13—14 (post 256/5), IP 774.а 11 (са. 250) decrees; 
a later person with this name, cf. II? 2026.11 (116/7p.) eph. cat. 

Kooo[aiow?: 12 63.185 (= ATL 2, no. A9.172) (425/4) trib. list (after decree). 

Kvofivooóc, Kvofivoog0c: Frequent in the tribute lists, e.g. I? 191.16 (= ATL 2, по. 1) (454/3); 
Р 194.41 (= ATL2, no.4, col. 1.33) (451/0); ІЗ 195.9 (= ATL 2, no.5) (450/49); ІЗ 199.27 
(= ATL 2, no.9, col. 3.25) (446/5); 12 200.23 (= ATL 2, no. 10, col. 5.28) (445/4); and in the 
list after a decree, I? 63.116 (= ATL 2, no. A9.106) (425/4). A single tribute list has Kuppuojjs, 
12 198.22 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6), presumably a simplification of a geminate like those in 
43.012, р. 515 supra. 

MaocooAubtnc: Sep. monuments, 12 9295 (s. Па.), ІР 9297 (s. ПЛа.), 129294 (s. Ша.), IP 
9296 (aet. Rom.). But one instance of geminate simplification, cf. 43.012, по. 5, p.515 supra. 
Медойуп, Меєооүуос: 12 37b (ante 446) decree fr.: Meoot[ve]; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.287, 
no. 10, line 9 (= 12 328.9) (ca. 414) inv.: Meooéviog; II? 1956.63 (fin. s. ТУ а.) cat.: Meooó vio; 
I? 986.5 (ca. 150) decree: Meconviwv; sep. monuments, 112 9340—1I? 9347 (s. IVa.—s. Ip.); 
etc. The Меойушос іп 12 1030 (= LSAG p. 206, no. 14) sep. mon. of a Messenian, is early enough 
for the -о- to be for -оо- (dated ca. 500 aut paulo post?), cf. p.513 supra. 

Mvo: Frequent in the tribute lists, e.g.: P 193.30 (= ATL 2, no.3, col. 2.30) (452/1); 
I? 199.32 (= ATL 2, no.9, col. 5.7) (446/5); I? 203.28 (= ATL 2, no. 13) (442/1); etc. 


Побоадос: I? 220.11 (= ATL 2, no. 34, col. 3.10) (421/0) tribute list. 

IIovoovov: II? 43.82 (378/7) decree. 

Хорбхооооац: cf. 43.01361, p.524 supra; -00- also a variant іп codd.; Xvgáxovoai not 
attested. 

Tevyrotooa: I? 191.22 (= ATL 2, no.1) (454/3); 1 222.17 (= ATL 2, по.28.17) (427/6 aut 
426/5) tribute lists; I? 64.12 (= ATL 2, no. A 9.122) (425/4) trib. list (after decree). 

TeAeufjoovoc: 1? 199.33 (= ATL 2, no.9) (446/5) tribute list; Р 64.20 (= ATL 2, по. A9.130) 
(425/4) trib. list (after decree). 

Теоиеооефс: Three Attic examples, cf. 8.01, Notes and Corrections, р. 164 supra. Tegues in 
the decree, II? 1028.146 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), is probably for Tegueo(oeóc). 


“Ypeooetc: I? 64.51 (= ATL 2, no. А 9.143) (425/4) trib. list (after decree). 


Some of the words in the two preceding lists are attested only once, and their 
assignment to the group in -0- or -00- is arbitrary. In the case of Паруоооос it is 
impossible to make any decision: an ethnic adjective Tlagvyootov occurs in a decree 
of the Eikadeis, II? 1258.24—25 (324/3), but a name Паруаобс is attested іп a cat., 
112 2358.27 (са. 150), perhaps not an Athenian, and in a sep. mon., Il? 10215 (aet. 
Rom.), definitely not an Athenian. 
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43.0137 Махета 


T is always simplex in Мохғта (= Мохёта or Maxeta?), cf. 6.0421c, p.135 
supra, for examples. 


43.0138 Geminate — simple consonants in Roman names 


In the transcription of Roman names into Greek there is often interchange between 
spellings with and without geminates, but usually both spellings are also attested in 
Latin inscriptions. In general the practices of Attic texts are not divergent from those 
of other parts of the Greek world. 


Кас(орос: There is a pronounced preference for Касіос, probably because it 
resembles native Greek words; Casius is found in Roman texts, cf. Forcellini LTL 5 
(= Onomasticon 1) p.341, but is rare in comparison with Cassius. 


Касос: II? 2037.3 (125/6p.) eph. сас; 12 3012.2 (158/9p.) ded.; 12 2085.53 (161/2p.), 
Il? 2086.46 (bis) (163/4p.), П22107.25 (paulo ante 180p.) П22125.23 (190—200p.), IP 
1999.41 (init. s. Шр., cf. SEG 24.200), 12 2199.45, 71 (ca. 200 p.) all eph. catalogs; 12 3647.7 
(fin. s. IIp.) ded.; II? 1077.43 (209/10p.) decree; II? 1826.24 (post ca. 217p.) pryt. cat.; IP 
2245.334 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. cat.; etc. 

Каоо‹ос: ІР 2050.52 (143/4 p., cf. SEG 24.191) eph. cat.; II? 10150 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; etc. 
Касоаубс̧: II? 2079.3 (158/9р.), H2 2085.2 (161/2р.) eph. catalog; II? 1772.16 (162/3р.), 
II? 1817.13 (paulo ante 220/1р.) (L.), ІР 1826.15, 16, 19 (post ca. 217р.), II? 1832.1 (ca. 
231/2p.) pryt. catalogs; 12 2235.89 (226/7-234/5р.), II? 2241.1-2 (238/9 aut 242/3p.) eph. 
catalogs; etc. 


Auxív(v)uoc: There is a pronounced preference for the geminate ny; Licinnius is found 
occasionally in Latin texts, cf. Forcellini LTL 6 (= Onomasticon 2) p. 118. 

Auxtvvvog: II? 3952.4 (fin. s. Ip./init. s. Пр.), IP 4163.2 (init. з. Ip.), II? 3563.3 (s. I/II p.) dedi- 
cations; ІІ? 11331 (s. Ip.) sep. топ.; II? 2037.16 (125/6 p.) eph. cat.; II? 3733.12 (bis) (126/7 p.) 
ded.; IP 1765.9—11, 27 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat.; II? 2044.127 (139/40 p.) eph. cat.; II? 1828.46 (post 
ca. 218 p.) pryt.cat.; II? 2245.145 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph.cat.; II? 7505 че Rom.), II? 11971 
(aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 


Лукбмос: Il? 4104.2 (са. 71), II? 4105.2 (ca. 71), II? 4233.2, 3 (post 50), II? 4118.2 (са. 27) 
dedications; II? 2337.14 (init. s. Ip.); II? 2128.120, 121, 122 (190-200р.) eph. catalogs; IP 
11939 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.: A[uxív]toc? 


(Афюблос: 12 4511.10 (ante 114— 116p.) ded. (priv.). 
Лобллос: II? 4826.5 (s. ШЛУр.) ded. (priv.). 
Хєуёхос: П? 3795.4 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. 
Хеуеххос: II? 2120.2 (fin. s. Пр.) eph. cat. 
The following are rare, but only attested with a geminate in Attic texts: 


Aéxxtog: II? 2113.64 (183/4— 191/2 р.), ІР 2132.55, 56 (са. 192/3 p.) eph. catalogs. 
Хелліос: ЇР 1043.c4 (38/7) decree; II? 1722.9 (post 9/8) cat.; II? 10930 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.). 
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Хооошудбс: IP? 2049.27 (142/3 р.) eph. cat. (L.). 
OvoXobcovoc: II? 2897.2 (s. V/IIp.) ded. 
Вобххиос̧: IP 1754.14 (са. 50) pryt. cat.; II? 7803 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. of the same man. 
For Paul(lus, ПаФАХос with geminate A is normal in dedications of the early 
Roman Period referring to Romans bearing this name, but ПабЛос is the spelling 


found for the name of Athenians mentioned in eph. catalogs after 150 A.D.; АХ is 
usual in Па%ХАХо, ПФХХо, and Móa. For the examples, cf. 12.04, p. 237 supra. 


43.02 False gemination of simple consonants 


43.021 Gemination of consonants forming the first element of a cluster 


Consonants forming the first element of a cluster are not infrequently doubled out 
of a confusion as to whether they go with «Ке following syllable ог the preceding. Such 
geminations are very well attested іп the case of the sibilant, but -xx-, -үү-, and others 
are also occasionally found. 

Lit.: MS? pp.89—90, notes 777—805; p.106, note 952; Lademann p.120; Hermann, Silben- 
bildung pp. 110 ff. 


Sibilants: 

The gemination of [s] is very frequent, especially before v, х, and 9. The great 
majority of the examples are on private texts, especially sep. monuments, but examples 
are occasionally found even in decrees of the state (e.g. nos. 4, 23, 27, 71, 74, 77, 
78,81). 

The gemination of [z] is much less frequent. It is variously indicated graphically. 
An early fifth-century example of об indicates (224) in тою? (cf. 44.01, no. 1, p.546 
infra). Early vases with Kácouoc, Kaoopía, ПоХофойоороу have а [zzm] comparable 
to that of по.90 infra (cf. 46.036, p.567 infra); after the phonetic value of Z passed 
from [zd] to [zz], there are rare instances of -oCu- for [zzm] (cf. 44.02, nos.21—22, 
p. 549 infra). 

Normally the geminated sibilant is internal, but there are a few examples where it 
is the last letter in the word, normally а proclitic, as in nos.3, 17, 18, 23 (els), 71 
(0с), but rarely where not (cf. nos. 58, 70, 90); initial oot- (not after a proclitic) occurs 
twice (nos. 5,20). 

The sibilant element of 5 is geminated before [t] in the spelling УёЁотос (examples in 
47.022, p.574 infra) and in óxe&otnoópuevoc (no. 45 infra). 


Examples: 


Before 1: 

1) Meootof I? 544 (fin. s. Ма.) ded.; 

2) Кообо(о| цо: ATL2, по.5, со1.4.26 (= 12 195.38) (450/49) tribute list; probably 
[ћесо]тіо! [с] in ATL 2, no. 5, col. 4.34; 
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3) *Aoot[unahatés P 198, col. 2.28 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6) tribute list; 'Eqavoo[u£g ib., 
col. 1.85 (= ib., col. 1.96); бас Tévedov ib., col. 2.97, 98 (= ib., col. 2.108, 109); 
4) pé]tecot I? 26.8 (са. 448) decree (L.); 
5) Kvtevó aora[téges] I? 313.10 (408/7) inv.; 
6) "Аріаатом, АобоотоуХа 12 1058 (ca. fin. s. V a.?) sep. шоп. 
7) Мхосотобт I? 1059 (ca. бп. s. V a.?) sep. mon.; 
8) һамоота 12 924.4—5 (paulo post 450?) erotic text; 
9) ”Арбоотоу I? 1070.2 (fin. s. V a.?) sep. mon.; 
10) Avoagioom АА 1963 р. 473, по.5 (= SEG 21.1047) (fin. s. Va./init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 
11) KoA9»toctó Corrected reading of II? 6476.1 (init. s. IV a.) sep. mon. (L.); 
12) "Ag.ootopávng 12 6566.1, 4 (cf. add. nova) (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon., “Н»рооотохов- 
тоос ib. 5; : 
13) Мхосотобтт II? 12300 (init. s. ГУ а.) sep. mon.; 
14) *Adxnootis II? 4023 (400—350) ded. (L.); 
15) Кад3»‹оотойт АМ 66 (1941) pp.54ff., plate 37.2 (= corrected reading of II? 5552, 
in add. nova) (ca. 360) sep. mon. (L.); 
16) Тишосотовло Hesperia, suppl. 7 (1943) p.3, no. 2, line 5 (ante 350) horos; 
17) &Loc tó II? 1177.15 (са. 350) decree (deme); 
18) elog tóv П21184.20 (= Sokolowski, Supplément p.208, no.124; SEG 21.518) (post 
334/3) decree (deme); but elc | тйуіп ib. 4-5; 
19) ‘Eoot[vawtev II? 1699.6 (343/2) сас; 
20) 6nuópxov соттоо II? 2492.22 (346/5, cf. SEG 24.202) loc.; 
21) Хдосцос II? 10263 (post 350) sep. mon.; 
22) *Axeootobépidos IP 1933.12 (ca. 330-320) cat.; 
23) elog тйу II? 508.8 (fin. s. IV a.) decree (L.); 
24) Пеошоотеоб. АЕ 1961, Chronika p. 14, no. 37 (350—300) sep. шоп. 
25) Хотоотй II? 12816.2 (s. IV a.) sep. mon. (L.); 
26) Еооуиоотойс Hesperia, suppl. 9 (1951) p. 13, no. 26 (s. IV a.?) horos; 
27) ёсотефо[у]ооау II? 656.8 —9 (284/3) decree; 
28) 'Eocuatov BCH 87 (1963) p. 700 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
29) 1оотооіо II? 11751 (s. Ша.) sep. топ. (L.); 
30) "Ао(оотоуос SEG 21.841 (= Ta Athenaika 21 [1962] p.31, no.2) (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
31) Хо:оғсотобтт II? 8036 (s. Ila.) sep. mon.; 
32) “Ао/)ротоХбоу Hesperia 29 (1960) p.72, по. 138, line2 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; 
33) [N]txóoo[x]oaoc II? 5706 (init. s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
34) ”Ариоотд II? 8079 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
35) ”Ао(оотоуос II? 8482.5 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (L.); 
36) хоокоотйоюу ЇР 4710.3 (s. Ia.) ded.; 36a) Меуёоотра‹то›с IP 8337 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
37) Поооотаоба II? 9232 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
38) хотосотӯ II? 10844.3 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) sep. шоп. 
39) КоМаоотоётоо II? 7454 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 
40) Меүйоотц II? 9278 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (stone now broken away, reads: Mey[- -, L.); 
41) Kagvootia II? 8987 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 
42) “Аоиоотолбхоу Hesperia 4 (1935) p.69, no.36 (= correct text of 127313) (s. VHE p.) 
sep. mon.; 
43) Меуеоотоолос II? 9070 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 
44) оєраоотф Hesperia 15 (1946) p.233, no. 64, line 1 (ca. 100 p.) ded. (L.); 
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45) ОлеБотцобреуос Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E71 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; 
46) Ебуоокоотйоһоу II? 4782.5 (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.); 

47) хотоотй SEG 21.1057 (= Та Athenaika 21 [1962] p.37, no. 27) (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon.; 
48) Пісотос II? 2255.1 (s. Шр.) eph. cat.; 

49) Kagtootios II? 8981 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


Doubtful: 
&[oo}tetov I? 189.11 -12 (ca. 460) law (deme); 
atoot[ = босо[та xai I? 10.20 (453/2, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 89, no. 40) decree. 


There are several similar examples оп ostraca and vases, viz.: “"Agiootovipo: Hesperia 19 
(1950) p.383, по. 11 (one of the Kallixenos ostraca, 483 ог 482 B.C.); “Аоюоте1бес: ib. p.337 
(482). Graffiti on sherds: Pavootio Agora 21, p.35, no. F77 (= Hesperia 22 [1953] plate 38, 
по. 134) (475-450); боотобхоу Agora 21, p.80, no. He 31 (init. s. IVp.). Dipinti: Каоотоо 
ARV? p.619, Villa Giulia painter по. 15 (= CVA, Germany 7, plate 20); Мёоотоо, 'Aootvóye 
ARV? p.785, Euaichme painter no.2 (cf. Jahrbuch 17 [1902] plate 2); *Aoo[, Jootoc ARV? 
p.1174, Aison no.2 (cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.175); "Адібатоца [у] ARV? p.1174, 
Aison no.6 (= HRF 1, p. 17, no. 5); Мёсотоо ARV? р. 1251, Eretria painter no. 41 (= HRF 1, 
p.298, no.1); Kócotoo, ”Асотеодлї| ARV? p.1313, Meidias no.5 (= CVA, England 8, 
plate 91.1a—d); “Ооеоотес ARV? p.257, Copenhagen painter no.6 (= НЕЕ 1, p.200, no. 3); 
“Аоотеююс ARV? p.1254, Eretria painter no.80 (= Immerwahr, Book Rolls, p.20, по. 3); 
“Аоиоотаүбоос ARV? p.1566, Louvre G131; etc. Cf. лобос тос xátw Hesperia 20 (1951) 
pp.223ff., line 2 (s. IVa.) curse-text (defixio); №хојоотобто[о AM 85 (1970) p.226, по.421 
(s. Ша.) lead pinakion identifying horses of the hippeis. 


Before x: 


50) "AooxAnm6 II? 4966 (400—350) ded.; 

51) “Асо«Плүл1б II? 4961.4 (init. s. IV а.) ded.; Асо|хАлтуліб ib. 5; 

52) ”АвохХүллдборос II? 10019 (365 - 340) sep. mon.; 

53) *AooxAnmud IP 4355 (ante 350) ded. (priv.) (L.); 

54) á]vópiavitooxo[c Hesperia 7 (1938) p.281, no.16, line B11 (= 12 1438 + new fr.) 
(352/1 aut 351/0, cf. Hesperia 7, p. 288) inv.; 

55) PA]ooxAnn[uit II? 4377.1 (ca. 350) ded. (priv.); 

56) "AooxAnmid IP 4412.2 (fin. s. IV a.) ded. (priv.); 

57) *AooxAnmudn Il? 4439.2 (init. s. Ша.) ded. (priv.); 

58) puotipwog хай II? 1247.8 —9 (са. 250) decree (mesogeioi) (second a not erased, L.); 

59) “АоохХлүлийдтүс 12 9969 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.); 

60) Фохуѓсохох II? 2452.8 (са. 125/4) cat.; 

61) Avwooxovetd ov II? 8342 (s. II/1a.) sep. mon.; 

62) 'Agécoxovoa II? 6764 (5. Ia.) sep. mon.; 

63) 'Aoo[xAn] no II? 4465.5 —6 (са. 26/5) ded.; 

64) “Асох/лүлийӛдтү II? 2159.27 (s. Пр.) eph. cat.; 

65) “АсохХулаоб II? 45211 а (in add.).7—8 (s. Пр.) ded. (ргіу.); 

66) *AooxAnmi@ II? 45242 (in add.) (s. II/III p.) ded. (priv.); 

67) хотевохебооцеу II? 9087 a (in add.) (s. ПЛПр.) sep. mon. (L.); 

68) `А[В]асо[х]ауто[о II? 1822.9 (init. s. Шр.) pryt. cat., but ”АВбохауто(с ib. 11; 

69) "ABácoxavrosc II? 2240.4 (ca. 250p.) eph. cat., 'AooxAnnáàg ib. 7 (L.). 
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Before л: 
70) (Пйеоос л[аод] [Héo]yauo[v] ATL 2, no. A9, col.4.62—63 (= I? 63.167—8, corrected) 
(425/4) tribute list; 

71) dog zxÀsctoxa II? 47.33 (init. s. IV a.) decree (L.); 

72) econ xh II? 8834 (s. IV a.?) sep. mon. 
Cf. бесологуа, Agora inv. no. IL 493, line17 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.389, no.3, where the 
text needs correction; the new reading is that of D. Jordan) (found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, 
but orthography and writing look like s. Шр.) defixio. 


Before 0: 

73) ӨасоӨ[аоёс] Hesperia 43 (1974) р. 314, no. 1, line 6 (453/2) trib. list; 

74) }есоба[. АЈА 38 (1934) p.67, no. 1 (= new fr. of I? 8; cf. SEG 10.12) (452/1) decree; 

75) prootds Il? 1672.11 (329/8) inv. (L.); 

76) éyngtolobar II? 1631.351—352 (323/2) inv.; 

77) Eungooatev Hesperia 6 (1937) p. 442, no. 1, line 14 (321/0) decree; 

78) tjungoggütv Hesperia 8 (1939) p.30, no.8, line 12 (= IP 535 + new frr.) (318/7) 
decree (L.); 

79) (QIIloX[vo]oQévn[c]] Hesperia 31 (1962) p.54, по. 138, line8 (350—300) lease record, 
(IIoX[voo8év]ovc]] ib. 15,  Цо|лмю(о06уей) ib. 18. The erasures and the -о00- have 
nothing to do with each other, cf. Hesperia 31, p. 56; 

80) nogeúeooða II? 1283.16 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracians), бёхєоодоц ib. 17; 
but xataoxevaoaotan ib. 8 (L.); 

81) ү|облраводс(. II? 808.19 (239—229) decree (L.); 

82) "Ілловодеуібос II? 4126.12 (non ante 14) ded. (L.); 

83) "АубоовофЕуомус 12 10197 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon. 

Compare Өешоофохде- on several ostraca (480s): Hesperia 4 (1935) p.369, fig. 25; Hesperia 
5 (1936) p.40, fig.39; Hesperia 7 (1938) pp.228 ff., two ostraca of Group L (А.О. 86 and 
А.О. 117 illustrated p.240, fig. 69); AM 80 (1965) p.105. Dipinto on a bf. vase, Ч...|Есодє 
CVA, France 3, pl. 13.9—10; оп a rf. vase: ЛеооофЕуес xoAóc ARV? p.446, Douris no. 260; 
etc. Graffito on a sherd in the Agora: 'A]ixtoo8é[voc, Agora 21, p.31, по. F26 (init. s. Va.). 


Before x: 
84) Alooytio I? 571 (= DAA p. 47, no. 46) (460—450?) ded. (L.); 
85) ”Ео|охох(оуос I? 905.5 —6 (s. Va.) private horos (L.); 
86) [A]loox0Xoc II? 2387.1 (ca. 350) cat. (L.); 
87) Eooyov II? 13164.2 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. (L.). 


Before В: 
88) АёооВоу II? 107.32 (368/7) decree (L.); 
89) Повоофіос II? 11840 a (in text).2 (са. 350) зер. mon. 
Before y: 
90) таос u£v II? 2496.14 (post 350) loc. (L.). 
Cf. Полофобосџоу, Касорос, Касощда, ” Аооцетос on vases, cf. 46.036, p.567 infra; for 
"Аох оос | Мідтббіхос on a defixio, cf. p.533 infra. The unlikely тоїосіц- of I? 60.15 has 


been plausibly corrected to тойс o[- in ATL 2, по. 022. The interpretation of ---Оадеуодоу--- 
in II? 2493.21 (ca. 340) loc., as Joapevoos v[ is quite doubtful. 
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The doubling of о before 5/- М in "Eqob8(ovooc | Хомибх is probably a dittography, possibly 
due to starting the new line, cf. II? 7425.2 (ca. 350? cf. p. 258 supra) sep. mon. 


Correction: 

Ксайшобообцеуоу in І? 94.34 (= ІСІ, suppl. no. 53 a). 
-wx- for -x-, -үү- for -y-: 

With the exception of КоМаххобтоо, Exxter, Evy (cf. nos. 98-9, 101), the examples 
involve the gemination of the final consonant of the preposition éx, which because of 
its proclitic character tends to function like a syllable of the following word. For 
similar examples of éxx in Ptolemaic papyri, cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.194,4c. The 
spelling éxx occurs in state decrees, cf. nos. 94—96 and 100. 

For Өобхё, -ухо-, cf. 45.012, p. 555 infra. 


Examples: 
-xx- for -x-: 
91) éxx Поо---ш Kerameikos 3, p.71, по. 121 (са. 450—443) ostracon; 
92) éxx IT fov ІР 4911 (са. 350) ded. (priv.) (L.); 
93) éxx t[o]d II? 2491.7—8 (са. 335-325) pactionis formulae (L.); 
94) éxxnex[oMógxnvxat II? 211.3 (348/7?) decree (L.); 
95) ёхх q[@v II? 533.2 (fin. s. IV a.) decree (L.); 
96) ёхх тфу бшу II? 657.40 (283/2) decree (L.); 
97) Ехх той II? 1283.7 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracians) (L.); 
98) Exxter Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 73, no. 29, line 4 (228/7) decree; 
99) КоХмхходтоу II? 5487 (s. ШЛІа.) sep. mon. (cf. IG IL, no. 1788); 
100) ёхх tod II? 1037.5 (init. s. Ia.) decree (L.). 
Note that NvxoxxA&c has been corrected to №хохАёс by erasure of the second kappa in a fifth- 
century cas. list, Hesperia 17 (1948) p.45, по.37, line 11 (= 12941, corrected) (са. 450). 


-үү- for -y-: 
101) Eyy бохтбАюу ЇГ 1672.147 (329/8) inv. (L.); cf. 48.022, р. 587 infra; 
102) ёүү Mugetvovtms Geras Keramopoullou p.514, no.13 (= SEG 13.92) (s. Ша.) sep. 
mon.; here it is uncertain whether the pronunciation was [eg m-], [en m-], or [egr m-], and 
either of the last two would belong with the geminate nasals in the following section. Cf. 48.0217, 
p. 587 infra; 48.0214 a, p. 584 infra. 


СЕ also é&EvflaX mco, with £EEv- for ЕЕ Xv-, 48.0216, p. 586 infra. 


Geminate nasals: 


The spelling 'Ayyvototoc, occurring only in the sep. mon., II? 5260 (post 300), 
might be mentioned here, although the -үү- is more likely just an attempt to indicate 
[5], cf. 46.033 а, p.561 infra. For the peculiar éxy, cf. 48.0217, p.586 infra; Evvy- 
Yo qn, cf. 48.04243 a, p.612 infra. 

Тһе éxoujoavvto on the inv., Il? 1480.8 (314/32), is without parallel in Attic 
stone inscriptions (L.); it is probably a careless dittography. 
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On the vases of Oltos (cf. ARV? pp.53ff.) Méuuvov occurs several times: ARV? nos. 40, 43 
(not Mipuvov, cf. 7.012e, p.144 supra), 63 ([M]épp[vov]), 90 (Mé[u]uvov), 99, Appendix 
р.1601. But the expected Мецу- is far more frequent, cf. ARV? nos.25 (Méy[v]ov), 26 
(ММЕМЕММОМ), 27, 41, 56, 58, 68, 72, 74 (Mé[u]vov), 75 (bis), 79 ([Mé]uvov), 80 (bis), 
83, 85, 86, 87, 92 (MEMNOMOSKALOS), 95, 97, 103 (Mép[vjov), 104, 118, 123; ARV? 
р. 68, cup; ARV? p.69, Louvre C 10783 (bis). Rarely Méuov: ARV? nos. 98, 128; this probably 
does not represent Méppov (cf. 46.038, p. 569 infra). 

To Мешиуоу cf. the spelling ёдё$ишуоУ in an inv., Hesperia 43 (1974) p.319, no.2, line 14 
(ca. 414). 


Otber gemination in clusters: 


Cf. Убллміос (= Zíqvvoc) I 10362 (post 350) sep. mon. (cf. 38.012, no.3, p.454 
supra). 

Probably just a graphic mistake: Айи(тооос on the deme decree, II? 1187.26 
(ca. 350). 

Cf. among the dipinti: ТоіллтбХеиос, ЕбиоХАлос on a vase of Makron, ARV? 
p.459, no.3 (= CVA, England 5, plate 28.2); МеоллтоХонос on another of the 
Antimenes painter, Paralipomena p.119, no.35bis; etc.; cf. a graffito 'AXxaioc, 
Agora 21, p.13, no. C19 (= Hesperia 5 [1936] p.348, no.3b; Lang, Graffiti no.31) 
(475—450). These show the same tendency to geminate consonants in clusters seen 
in -oot- etc. Note also hegaxAAés, CVA, England 9, plate 8.5—6. 


43.022 Gemination of simple consonants in intervocalic position 


Examples of geminated consonants of this type are fairly rare. Some may be just 
careless dittography (e.g. ”АроштоотӨлс, dvóbeoow, Jettattov). Others might 
again be due to a tendency to hear an intervocalic consonant with both the preceding 
and following vowel. Late examples of -ÀÀ- and -оо- might be due to simplification of 
-M- and -oo- in the pronunciation of some elements of the population and a resultant 
uncertainty about the correct writing of geminate liquids (cf. 43.0132, p.517 supra; 
43.01351—43.01352, pp.519—523 supra). Note that іп фос абтос, éooc йу sigma 
is geminated in what seems to be external combination, but these expressions clearly 
functioned like single words. 

For Buftavto, etc., cf. 44.011, р. 546 infra; AóEEa, cf. 45.012, p.555 infra. For Паоуообс/ 
Ilaovíjovoc, cf. 43.01362, p.525 supra. For Абоцос, Ліхіууіюс, etc., cf. 43.0138, p. 526 
supra. 

Lit.: MS? p. 96, notes 840, 849; Lademann p. 121. 


1) -А- for -À-: 

e.g.: TV ФДМУ Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 17 (363/2) decree (genos), cf. ovufoX3A.o- 
pévog іп ib. 55 (cvupaXAoyu£voc ib. 26); ФоММУбо (= ФодХбудо) Hesperia 23 (1954) p.262, 
по. 65 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 'Exi$ó)J0v Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 277, no. 147 (post 350) sep. mon., 
due to the influence of 9ó6XXog?; Х|орХарүёа II? 1576.28 (са. 330—320) inv.; хаос, IP 
1159.9 (= Reinmuth p.119, по.19) (303/2) decree (tribe); sig ovfjjÀAwv II? 660.44 (281/0, 
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cf. SEG 24.115) decree; p]usAdvov II? 1512.6 (ca. 250) inv., quiÀn, фійМмом ib. 2, 3, 8; от Алу 
IP 12418.1 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; от Ап П2 10385.4 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. K]oarvXXogc is 
probably for KoavoAoc in I? 929.45 (са. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) cas. list. 


2) -о0- for -0-: 

ХаТовиллі Hesperia 36 (1967) pp. 321ff., line 4 (new fr. of I? 928) (465/4) cas. list; "Ageuoto- 
otéàng IP 5895 (ante 150p.) sep. mon.; 'Ao[olovvuavóv Hesperia 10 (1941) p.254, по. 59 
(s. VII p.) ded. 


3) -oo- for -о-: 

e.g: `Аохёсоға 12 205.74 (= ATL 2, no.15, со]. 1.77) (440/39) tribute list (cf. 43.01361, 
p.523 supra); avjadeoow Ш? 1635.72 (post 374/3) inv.; М№долоүўосаут I? 1672.189 (329/8) 
inv.; 'Aoxéooag II? 6160 (s. IVa.) sep. mon. (cf. 43.04, p.539 infra); &[xa]voo[o]ó[vn]c 
12 488.15 (304/3) decree, unless &wxa]woo["]o[vn]g was the reading; фос абтос II? 847.21 
(215/4) decree (L.); Ёшос бу H? 1328.18 (183/2) decree (orgeones). égyacoato in I? 529.3 
(= DAA p. 144, no. 133) (fin. s. Va., cf. SEG 13.29) ded., probably Ionic, not Attic. For У06- 
nxovooa cf. 43.01361, p. 524 supra. 


4) -vv- for -v-: 

саууідіол. ІІ? 1534А.69 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118). Хоуу(60с) in Hesperia 10 (1941) p.14, 
no. 1, line 69 (367/6) шу. is probably a copying error of the mason for Zouvu(eds) (cf. ib. 63, 
70, 80, etc.). КАєіуміллом in II? 678.28 (= IG II, no.329.27) is known only from a very poor 
copy of Pococke. 


5) -ші- for -р-: 
дХоцціб II? 1663.3 (part of 1121656—11? 1664, building inv. dated ca. 394—391, cf. SEG 
19.136- 144); for дХошос, cf. II? 463.85 (307/6) decree. 


6) -тт- for -t-: 
Jettattov II? 776.13 (255/4) decree (L.). 


For IIa9A(A)oc, Лобллос, etc., cf. 43.0138, p. 526 supra. 

Note the peculiar dittography of final -с in Mvoóoc, with no word following, cf. II? 9980 
(са. 350) sep. mon. "Абубвіоос | Миотббхос in the defixio, JG IIL3, no. 29.8—9 (в. ТУ/Ша.?), 
shows either the same dittography or [zz] before initial p- of the next line (as іп tùos uév, no. 90, 
p.530 supra). Copying errors of the stone-cutter: DMYEXX (AY was read as МҮ, Y= as УУ) 
(= @dvetvcs) II? 7662 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. and ДІОМЕНХХ (= Avopeetc) II? 5992.3 (в. Ша.?) 
sep. mon. 


Correction: 


Correct xaÀÀog Kaddiaog (in Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.175) to хаХс KaAMag, cf. 
ARV? p. 647, Ainokles no. 14 (= CVA, England 7, plate 50.1). 


False geminates of this type occur occasionally on ostraca: cf. “Аооютбуорос оп 
an ostracon of the 480s, Hesperia 19 (1950) p.383, по.10. “Аоойфооуос on two 
ostraca of 485/4, 12 909; dipinti sometimes also have false geminates: éxxoícoev 
ARV? p.91, Euergides painter no.51; “АллХАббооос, cf. ARV? p.1565; T]oí(vovvoc 
on a rf. vase in Berlin (по. 1906), cf. Furtwängler, Beschreibung p.394; ФОлббес, 
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хас (bis), but хаддс (bis), ARV? p.15, Euphronios no.6 (= FR plates 61—62; 
HRF 1, p.406, no.16); хаос ARV? p.651, Nikon painter no.29; xaXAóg (bis), 
xaAóc ARV? p. 1588, no.8; etc. Cf. the graffito elup[t] Hesperia, suppl. 7 (1943) p.31, 
no.1 (са. 375—350). The frequency of 242) and o(o) perhaps has phonetic signifi- 
cance, but the remainder of such spellings should be interpreted in the light of numer- 
ous other spelling anomalies on ostraca and vases, where simplification of geminates 
is also frequent in the period in which the practice of writing geminates is being 
established (cf. p.513 supra). Certainly just a graphic mistake is the geminate aspirate 
in "Ogetwayyos оп a vase by the Berlin painter, ARV? p.196, no.1 (read by Furt- 
wangler, cf. FR, Textband 3, p.255). 

For a few examples of false geminates in the defixiones, cf. p. 516 supra. 

The type of gemination seen іп ѓу. uueyóQotc, occurring twice оп а metrical sep. mon., II? 
11157.1,7 (s. Шр.), is not usual in inscriptions from Athens (6gupoc in fifth-century prose texts 
is somewhat different, cf. 43.01351, p. 519 supra), but is the same sort of thing found in codd. of 
poetry (cf. Kühner-Blass 1, p.311; Schulze, Quaestiones epicae pp. 43 —4, note 4) and papyri (e. g. 
S. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of the Iliad [Cologne, 1965] p. 113). On a sep. mon. of ca. 350 B.C. 
it is hard to choose between (үйоад бло Малаобх, cf. II? 13102 a (in text).4, and (үйоо)һ ОлоХ- 
Млоо-, cf. GVI 1, p. 370, no. 1251. Probably the latter because the practice of writing geminates 
internally for metrical purposes is frequent in texts in artificial poetical diction, e. g. xoXóA toc 
Il? 4509.9 (s. МПр.) ded. (priv.); бллос 12 4514.10 (ca. 150p.) ded. (priv.); oppor II? 9898.6 
(fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; etc. Spellings of the ¿vt uueyógotg type are inventions of the Alexandrian 
grammarians, cf. A. Dihle, Glotta 48 (1970) p.4. 


Notes and Corrections: 
In 1I? 956.74 (= ІСП, no.444), read: 'AxoXAóvvos 'AzoXovíov, although the stone is very 
worn here and the pi must be dotted (L.); II? 1813.12 (= IG Ш, no. 1025): МеХухосиуос 
(L.); 1I22174.15 (= 1С Ш, no.1247): “Алодфуюс (L.); П22120.31 (= ІС Ш, no.1223): 
лому; II? 2022.6 (= IG III, no. 1094): АлоХоууіоу (L.). 


43.03 оо and оо 


In texts in the Attic dialect -оо- occurs only in certain special cases: 


1) Where protected by analogy, as in the dative plural of r-stems, e.g. фобтеооц): 
II? 1237.81, 114 (396/5), II? 1238.1 (ca. 350) phratry decrees; тё‹ртароцу): II? 
1672.177 (329/8) inv.; otowrjgav: 112 463.62 (307/6) decree; etc.; in the formation 
of -atc nouns, cf. ávaxátagoic: II? 1673.3 (333/2? cf. AE 1971, p.112), 12 1672.19 
(329/8) both inventories. 


2) In a number of anthroponyms, ultimately of non-Attic origin: 

”Ароиудт: II? 5590 (init. s. Па.) sep. mon.; I 1034.27 (98/7) decree. Anthroponyms 
such as Өєроѓлохос̧, Өёрооу, etc., which are derived from 9ё000с (= Әаооос, in 
Lesbian, etc., cf. Buck, GD? p.45). Athenians frequently bear such names by the 
fourth century, cf. PA nos.7189—7203. But @egguxAeidar, name of ап Athenian 
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phratry, II? 4973 (s. IVa.) horos; perhaps from the same root as Әаооос/ Ф4осос 
with a different ablaut grade. 

Пёоотс and derivatives: Перобу I? 763 II (= Meiggs- Lewis р. 54, no.26 П) (post 
480) ded.; II? 356.34 (327/6) decree; Пероаїос II? 901 (ca. 185/4) decree, II? 4457.1 
(post 150) ded., both these persons Athenians; Перо((с? II? 1553.7 (ca. 330—320) inv., 
Пёродос (man?) II? 11568 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon., both these persons slaves; zego- 
xác II? 1013.18 (fin. s. Па.) decree; Megovx@v II? 2776.91, 113 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hes- 
peria 41 [1972] p.476) financial record, uncertain whether he was Athenian; etc. But 
even here the native Attic tendency towards -оо- may be seen in the spelling Пєоє®с on 
vases depicting the gorgon-slayer, cf. ABV p. 5, Nettos painter no.4 (= LSAG p.76, 
no.6b, cf. plate 1); ABV p.77, Kleitias no.2 (= J.D. Beazley, The Development of 
Attic Black-Figure [Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1951] plate 12.3); ABV p.106, Vienna 
3614 (= K.Schauenburg, Perseus in der Kunst des Altertums [Bonn, 1960] plate 10.1). 
Cf. the name of the Attic hero recorded by Hesychius s.v. Перребс, perhaps asso- 
ciated with the deme of Пеоойбаһ (cf. RE s.v. Perreus, col.906). ).5.ТтаШ (cf. 
Hesperia, suppl. 14 [1975] p.119, no.28; pp.88ff.), who points out that IIeooíóat 
was a locality, not a true deme, assembles the literary references to it, and suggests 
reading [IIe]ootó[a] in line 53 of the deme catalog of about 200 B.C., II? 2362 (cf. 
Hesperia, suppl. 14, p.132, no.2). His rejection of |Пієроєїба in the pryt. cat., 
Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.36, no.3, line11 (— Agora 15, p.79, no.68) (ca. 290— 
280), іп favor of [TJa»o«qvcióat, i.e. Пеоребон carved in error for intended Tuguetdar, 
seems not entirely convincing (cf. 9.024, Notes and Corrections c), p. 202 supra). 

On later vases Пеоо- occurs, cf. e.g. Пераєс, ARV? p. 1060, Polygnotos group 
no. 136. 

Magotas: Маообас Magotov 112 2336.241 (102/1-97/6) cat., an Athenian; 
Magovov II? 5286 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. of Athenians. 

Kdgotg: II? 1956.27 (fin. s. IVa.) cat., not an Athenian; Kagoíxao[c] II? 8456 
(s. Шла.) sep. mon. of a Galatian. 


For '"Egowévng, etc., cf. no.6 infra. 


3) In a few other words, originally non-Greek, e.g. Вфооо: I? 314.137 (407/6), II? 
1641.5 (са. 350), II? 1576.5 (ca. 330—320) inventories; Deltion 8 (1923) pp.96ff., 
no.3, line 8 (= SEG 3.18; 10.101; Sokolowski, Supplément p.10, no.4) (ca. 420) 
lex sacra; Өбосос II? 1368.138, 139 (са. 162/3 р.) Iobacchi regulations. 


4) In the name ’Ogo.pévys, -00- seems to have been normal, cf. 12 1623.1 (333/2) 
inv., a native Athenian; also on a rf. vase by Euthymides, cf. ARV? p.26, no.2 (— 
CVA, Germany 12, plate 169). But on two bf. vases the spelling ”Ормтос = "Орріл- 
лос, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.177, with -0- = -00-, cf. ABV p.184, 
Xenokles no.4; CVA, Italy 42, plates 3.1—2, 5.1—2, Florence no.70994 (Zurich 
painter?). Cf. also доролбүш(у in II? 1498.27 (340—330) inv. (from a different root, 
but босо- in Ionic). 
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5) The spelling Феооефбут (or Пеовефбут)) has always -00- on stone inscriptions; 
both Феооефбут and Фоєс(о)єфбут occur on defixiones. But -00- is universal on stone 
inscriptions in Фғроёфотта, cited as the Attic name for this goddess by Moeris s.v. 
Феооефотта. This is also the spelling on defixiones (once Пеооефолта). The dipinti 
offer a wide variety of spellings (Фероёфатто, Фербфаса, Феобфотта, Перофота: 
-Q- probably for -00- in all these); but there is only one occurrence with -00-, cf. 
ПерофФфоло, ARV? p. 1012, Persephone painter no.1 (= Richter-Hall plates 124, 
171.124). For the attestations of these names, cf. 38.011b, p.450 supra. 


6) Alongside numerous examples of ёоотфооф (three times deenpoed) there are 
two examples of Ғоотүрбоос on theatre-seats, perhaps of Augustan date (for examples, 
cf. 6.014, nos. 16—7, p.128 supra). The -00- here is probably related to learned at- 
tempts to explain the word with reference to Herse, the daughter of Cecrops. The sep. 
mon. of “Еротүс, II? 11345.1 (ca. 400), describes her Attic grave as тої латоббос, 
and the -оо- is thus not surprising іп the name of this foreign person. The short ded., 
12783 (450—400, cf. LSAG р. 323, по. 17), reads: 'AnóAAovoc : EPZO. The text 
remains obscure, but it should presumably be assigned to the non-Athenian Arche- 
damos of Thera. Perhaps ЕРХО = “Egoov, with a foreign -00- and psilosis. 

But prosopographical considerations make it virtually certain that the '"Egovwévnc 


listed as а prytanis іп a decree of the third century is really "EoEvyévnc, cf. 45.01, 
no. 4, p.552 infra. 


Under other circumstances, -00- is virtually universal in texts in the Attic dialect, 
e.g. бооту: 22 1425.390 (368/7) inv.; II? 1361.7 (post 350), sacred law (orgeones); 
Hesperia 39 (1970) pp.47ff., line 13 (s. Ша.) sacred law; беоо(охос: II? 1425.408 
(368/7) inv.; тародс: II? 1604.23, et al. (ca. 376?) inv., many examples in the naval 
inventories II? 1604—II? 1631; Тооотубс, Тооотүуихбс: I? 1648.36 (ca. 350), ІІ? 
1629.223 (325/4) both inventories; 112 2332.129 (183/2) cat.; xéoooc: II? 2492.16 
(346/5, cf. SEG 24.202); etc. Also the numerous examples of 'Agoevriióng (for 
examples, cf.23.0110, p.373 supra) and of ПФооос, Пфооолфос, etc., e.g. РА 
nos. 12494 — 12524. 


The tribute list of 452/1, 12 193.9, 31 (= ATL 2, no.3, col.2.31, col. 4.9), is very 
unusual in having -00- in both Хеосвоуйоюь and Хеосоуцоітол. Elsewhere in the 
fifth and fourth centuries -00- is universal in both words, viz.: 


Tribute lists: 


Xeooovéoto:: 12 195.2 (= ATL2, no.5) (450/49); 12 198.18 (= ATL2, no.8) (447/6); 
Р 213.50 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.57) (432/1); 12 214.23 (= ATL 2, no.27, col. 3.31) (428/7); 
ATL 2, no. AY, col. 1.137 (425/4), Хєрооуёоон ib. col. 3.79, 106 (= P 63.123, 143, P 64.27). 


Херооувоїлом: 12 197.10 (= ATL2, no.2, col.10.6) (453/2); 12194.24 (= АТІ 2, no.4) 
(451/0); Ё 201.25 (= АТІ.2, по.11, col.2.7) (444/3); І2210.9 (= АТІ,2, по.20) (435/4); 
ATL 2, no. 26, col. 1.14 (= ІЗ 231.14), ib. со1.3.52 (= Р 216/217.50), Хеоооуйоов ib. col. 1.13 
(= 12231.13) (429/8). 
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Other examples of Xeooovno- from the fifth and fourth centuries: 

Р 375.3, 4, 5, etal. (448/7) inv.; I? 943.1 (440/39) cas. list; I? 1006 (s. Va.) sep. mon.; IP 
10505 (ante 350) sep. mon.; ІІ? 1613.298 (353/2) inv.; I? 1443.117 (344/3) inv.; II? 228.10 
(341/0) decree; II? 275.10 (ante 336/5) decree. 

The -00- reappears in the Hellenistic Period, cf. II? 2332.163 (183/2) cat. (Pan- 
athenaic victors): X[eg]oovnoitys; 12 9093 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.: Xatoíac Kons | 
Хераоуйтос. 

The existence of Әдооос сап be inferred from the numerous anthroponyms іп 
Gaoo-, viz.: 

@agetas: 12 847.17 (fin. s. Va.?) cat.; 12 964.3, 29 (= SEG 10.424) (ca. 409, cf. Hesperia 33 
[1964] p. 55) cas. list; II? 1749.5, 79 (son of a Өвөө үс, cf. infra) (341/0) pryt. cat. (1... 


Өвдөлт: II? 137.4 (354/3) decree; Oag]oedérdes: I? 596 (са. 520) ded. 
Өаооіллт: 112 12988 (са. 350) sep. шоп. Өсооёӧтс̧ (father of Gapooíac, cf. supra): IE 


1749.5, 79 (341/0) pryt. cat.; I? 9087 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.: Gagptáóac Kong; II? 5369 (s. IVa.) 
sep. mon. (Athenian). 


Өаррїуоу: П2681.16 (275/4) decree; П2 835.15 (paulo post 229/8) decree; 12 2068.102 
(155/6) eph. cat. (L.). 


Cf. ФаоооЛЕтс in a third-century B.C. metrical sep. mon., II? 11960.2 (ca. 250). 
Names in @gaov- are even more frequent, cf. PA nos. 7290—7374. Names in Gagov- 
are rare and post-classical: Oagovag: H? 6325.5 (s. Па.) sep. mon., an Athenian; 
GOógovroc: II? 896.48 (186/5) decree, the man an Athenian; @agovtas: II? 6757.1 
(s. Ip.) sep. mon., has the demotic Aovotevs. 


The only certain examples of names in Gagov- are: Өсосіоуу, a slave, cf. I? 11622 (s. 
ПЛа.) sep. mon.; and the Theban Өвөсбас appearing on a sep. mon. of the third century 
В.С., cf. Deltion 25 (1970) p.83, по.6 (— ІІ? 8869 corrected) (cf. 7.0121 supra); but a name 
@agotas might lie behind the Өсовіас recorded by Spon on a sep. mon., ІІ? 6037 (date?), 
of an Athenian, if Spon misread a sigma of the form Є as epsilon. Quite exceptional is the 
appearance of Oago-, the beginning of a name, probably that of an Athenian, in the cat., 
12 2345.86 (ante 350); the name could of course have begun @agov- or Gago:-. 

Lit.: MS? pp.99— 100, notes 881—893; Lademann p. 121. 


43.04 оо and tt 


On stone texts in the Attic dialect -тт- is virtually universal in all except foreign 
words from the earliest occurrences until the beginning of the Roman Period, viz.: 
Téuxoc (t= тт): 12976 (= LSAG p.77, по.19; IGAA p.133, no.34) (ca. 560—550?) sep. 


mon. 


тетаоос (t= тт) Hesperia 11 (1942) p.332, line 13 (fin. s. VIa.) decree (deme); téttages, cf. 
Р 10.11 (453/2, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.89, по.40), 12 22.13 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7), P 99.4, 8 
(416/5), 12 97.16 (416), II? 179.c 10 (ca. 350, cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, по.321; SEG 21.260) 
(cf. infra) all decrees; ІІ? 1666.A 16, A24, etal. (356/5—353/2), 12 1668.6, 42, et al. (347/6) 
inventories; etc. 
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тойтто(:)а: I? 5.5 (init. s. Va., cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.6, no.4) decree; I? 76.37 (435—414, cf. 
Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; 12 844/845 В.6, 12 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.32, no.16) (fin. 
s. Va. aut init. s. IVa.) lex sacra. 

тотїє: I? 190.7 (са. 420) sacred law; 12883-12885, 12 897-12901 (12 instances) (s. Va.) 
horoi. 

лобтто: Р 4.22 (485/4), 127.11 (478—470, cf. Hesperia 36 [1967] pp.72ff., no. 15) decrees; 
12 186/7В.37 (ca. 450) decree (deme); etc. 

OGAatta: 12 375.10 (448/7), 12 377.24 (іп Ionic script) (434—432), I? 301.62 (409/8) in- 
ventories; I? 57.19 (423), I? 63.47 (= ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4), II? 43.48, 50 (378/7), II? 105.17 
(368/7), II? 682.13 (post 256/5) decrees; etc. 

“Үрдүсиос: Il? 1668.33 (347/6), ІР 1669.13 (post 350), IP? 1627.350 (330/29) inventories; 
Hesperia 46 (1977) p. 259, lines 40, 41 (175 —150) іпу.; etc. 


Here the decree recording a treaty with Corcyra, 112 97 (375/4), is instructive: 
$óXacoav occurs in line 29, in the Corcyrean version of the oath, but #@Ааттау in 
the Attic version, line 18. 

The most puzzling exception is a fragment of a decree recording an alliance with 
Naxos, II? 179a (ca. 350, cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, no.321; SEG 21.260), which 
has 6vaAácoovtag in line 6 and joonfij in ib. 13, especially if the association of 
II? 179c with it (with теттаоас, cf. supra) is correct; it is clear that the text of II? 179a 
was otherwise in Attic, as it has ёбу, биафооб. Another decree, containing the oath 
which Philip of Macedon required members of the League of Corinth to take after 
Chaeronea, 112 236 (338/7), has [9]&Xao[oav in line 7a, Oto]oaAóv in line b2, по 
examples of -тт-, perhaps because of the international character of the document (L.). 

In verse texts in artificial poetical diction the occurrence of -00- is common, cf. 
злаавофоробут, 112 3101 (post 350) ded.; fjooova, etc. 112 4968 (350—300) oracular 
text in epic diction; тёсоара in II? 3453.3, 4 (са. 360) ded. (priv.); tecoagaxovt’ 
II? 2640 (ca. 400? cf. p. 51 supra) public horos; etc. 

The Өєса\ӧс̧ оп a sep. mon. of the fifth century, I? 1042, is not an exception to 
the avoidance of -00-, as non-Attic spellings are common enough on the tombstones 
of foreigners, cf. Meodviog on the similar text, 12 1030. One expects -00- іп Өєо- 
оо46с, but the text may be early enough to have geminates written simplex; otherwise 
it belongs with examples of geminate simplification in 43.012, p.515 supra. lt is 
clear that the Attic form was OetvaAóc, cf. II? 109.16 (363/2), II? 175.2, 5 (361/0, 
cf. SEG 21.244), II? 545.5, 7, et al. (321/0? cf. SEG 24.106), 12 850.13 (init. s. Па.) 
all decrees; II? 1424 a(in add.).296 (369/8) inv.; 112 1956.51 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; II? 
8850 (ca. 350), 128846 (са. 350), II? 8853/54 (post 350), 128851 (s. ТУ/Ша.), 
12 8847 (post 317/6), II? 8845 (ca. s. Ша.), 128848 (s. Па.) all sep. monuments; 
etc. 


Two amphiktyonic decrees of the later second century contain spellings in -00-: ӨсосаЛфуу 
II? 1132.4 (decree of 248/7, but inscribed on this text in 130/29), probably not surprising as 
this section of the text (lines 1—39) is in Phocian; but Фєсо| ад бум in ib. 54 occurs іп a part in the 
Attic dialect (130/29). In the other amphiktyonic decree there are no other non-Attic spellings: 
cf. SvagvAdooe ПР 1134.100 (117/6). The international character of these amphiktyonic 


Geminates 539 


documents may have played a part in these early incursions of -оо- from the Koine, similar to 
those frequent in Attic texts of the Roman Period. 

There are a number of words which are an exception to the avoidance of -oo-, all 
of them non-Attic. These include numerous foreign toponyms and ethnic adjectives, 
such as Теудобооа (contrast Attic Морогуобтто), “Амхаоуоооеус, -оотос, Мийо- 
оос (contrast Attic “Үнйттиос, “Үрзүгтдс), Hooo, Meoońvios, Масоадлдтис, 
"Асотоёттс, etc. А list of these words is given in 43.01362, pp.524—525 supra; it 
should be noted that there was a certain tendency to simplify the non-Attic -00- to -o-, 
cf. 43.012, p.514, p.515 supra. Some non-Attic names, such as Мбрхиосос or Latin 
names like Baooos, Кобооос, etc. retain their -00-, but Кбсцос is much more com- 
mon than Кбооцос, cf. 43.0138, p.526 supra. 

Likewise always -00- іп BaotA.ooa, first introduced into Attic from the Koine, cf. 
II? 1299.11 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); 1I? 1330.69 (post 163) 
decree (synodos of technitai); HSCP, suppl. 1 (1940) pp. 521 ff., line 31 (= 1І21076.31, 
reading improved) (196—217 p.) decree, reading В|асімадвау; etc. The Васса of 
the decree, II? 776.9 (255/4), is an example of simplification of geminates, cf. 43.012, 
no.5, p.515 supra. Other feminines in -00- include ethnics in -t000, e.g. "Ахаоуй- 
viooa: 112 2332.97 (183/2) сас; "Anójucoa: Н2 8339 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; BCH 96 
(1972) p.609, fig.46 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 'Avttóxuooa: ІІ? 8143 (s. ПІЛІа.), I? 
8130 (s. III/IIa.), II? 8101 (post 317/6), II? 8129 (s. Па.) sep. monuments; etc.; ГоАб- 
тоса: 112 8452a (in add. nova) (s. Па.) sep. mon.; “Ғошбуюоа: 12 8497 (s. Ір.) 
sep. mon.; Evpéviooa: 112 8503 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; Лаобіхіоса: 12 9167 (s. ПЛа.), 
129173 (s. Il/Ia.), 12 9170 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. monuments, etc.; Maxoóvioca: II? 9275 
(post 300) sep. топ.; Мӯдісоа: 112 9355 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; Міхонйбюоа: II? 10016 
(post 300), IP 10006 (s. Ip.), IP 10012 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments, etc.; Tlavévicoa: 
II? 10040 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; TiBagávioco: II? 10451 (s. Па.) sep. mon. The Меда- 
уша of the sep. mon., II? 9329 (s. Ia.), has probably another case of geminate simpli- 
fication (cf. 43.012, no.5, p.515 supra), and that Медбуюоа was normal may 
probably be assumed. Cf. also Koijooa: II? 9092 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. Anthroponyms 
in -аоса: ”Ератфуаооа: ІІ? 5284 (s. На.), 'Aoyióvaooa: 112 7721 (s. Ia.) both sep. 
monuments of Athenians; ”"Архийуасса: 112 8581 (s. Па.) sep. mon. But normally 
-atta in the Attic Фероёфолта, cf. infra. 

In Il? 3827.2—3 (са. 350) ded. of the boule of the Areopagus, an anthroponym 
MoXoocoóg occurs, but the family concerned is Elean, not Athenian. Otherwise only 
Молоттос in pre-Roman texts, e.g. II? 1927.129 (post 350) cat.; II? 5260 (post 300) 
sep. mon. (persons in both texts Athenians). 

The -оо- in "Agxéooac, the name of an Athenian in the sep. mon., II? 6160 (s. IV a.), 
is a false geminate like the examples in 43.022, no.3, p.533 supra. An Athenian with 
the name ’Agxéoas is known from the decree, II? 957.56 (157/6), cf. PA nos. 2206— 
2208. 

The usage of the dipinti and defixiones is much less strict. Both -00- and -тт- occur in dipinti, 
usually written simplex because of the early date. While it is certain that some of the painters 
were not Athenian, the mere presence of -оо- in names from myth would not necessarily indicate 
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that the author of the dipinto was non-Athenian, as epic and other poetic traditions doubtless 
played some part in the retention of -o(0)- in names not in common use outside myth. It is signifi- 
cant that -т(т)- and -o(o)- occur in 'OAvtreOg//OXvooets but only -o(o)- in "Oóvootóc (examples 
іп 40.04, p. 484 supra); some instances of "OAvotU are on quite early vases, and the lambda is 
usually of the Attic type. The -t- of Nétog on an early bf. amphora may have been painted over 
an erased sampi (cf. 1.014, p.24 supra), although this painter was probably Athenian (IIeoeóc 
for Пеоведс on another of his vases). On another Tyrrhenian vase Néoog is found, cf. ABV 
p.96, по. 13 (= CVA, France 1, plates 5.6, 14; 7.5). Cf. the names Kíooc, e.g. three times on 
ARV? p. 1253, Eretria painter по. 57 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 112.1), Kwoó (i.e. Кіооф), 
e.g. ARV? p. 1247, Eretria painter no.1 (= Pfuhl, Malerei по. 560). But К(ттос on а fourth- 
century Panathenaic vase, cf. ABV p.413, Kittos, Potter. But the Attic -т(т)- may be extended 
to names from saga where -о(0)- might be expected, e. g. Котбудоа on a bf. vase, cf. ABV p.136, 
Group E no.54 (= Pfuhl, Malerei по. 277); Кат@абов (for the omitted nasal, cf. 41.011, p.488 
supra) on a rf. vase, ARV? p.163, Paseas no.4 (= J. Davreux, La Légende de la Prophétisse 
Cassandre [Paris, 1942] plate 24, fig.45; НЕЕ 1, p. 144, по. 4); but elsewhere Каообубоо, cf. 
ARV?.p. 1270, Kodros painter no. 11 (= E. Pottier, Vases antiques du Louvre Troisième Série 
[Paris, 1922] p.269, no. G458); ARV? pp.805—806, Followers of Douris no.89 (-- Smith, 
Catalogue 3, p.365, no. E773); cf. Кассауёбоє?с on stone texts (cf. 43.01362, p.525 supra). 
But the opposite phenomenon, the extension of non-Attic -0(0)- to the native Attic name eg- 
оёфолто, can be seen in Фєоёфаса on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.496, Oreithyia painter no.5 
(= CVA, Italy 14, plates 35-36; 37.1—3) (for examples of Фероёфатто, etc., cf. 38.011b, p.451 
supra). But one may doubt that the presence of -о- іп téoaga on the famous Vatican vase of 
Exekias, cf. ABV p.145, no. 13 (= FR plate 131; HBF p. 106), сап have been due to the influence 
of еріс -00-, and Kretschmer thought he saw other indications of non-Athenian origin in the 
dipinti on vases of this painter (cf. Vaseninschriften p. 80). 

In the defixiones too -00- occurs occasionally, and there is of course no reason to suppose 
that all of these texts are from Athenian hands. But proportionately -00- occurs only on a few 
texts. Thus of those published in IG Ш.3 yA@ooa or yAdoa occurs only on nos.60, 96, and 97 
(many times); yA@tta or ‘yAdita occurs on more than twenty. On defixiones only -tt- is found 
іп Феооёфолто, cf. 38.011 b, p.450 supra. 


In the Roman Period spellings with -00- become frequent, although the Attic -тт- 
does not die out in all words. Cf. mequoo@v in 12 2130.45 (192/3р.) eph. cat., but 
Kelouttevou іп Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.381ff., line25 (= 1I? 1092B.6) (са. 165p.) 
decree; теттао- in II? 1365.22, I? 1366.7 (s. Ip.) regulations concerning the cult of 
Menes set up by Xanthus of Lycia; but teoodewv occurs in the financial records, 
II? 2776.92 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476), which has also Bnooóv іп 
line 117; залтфоё сс іп the list of sacrifices, II? 1367.21 (fin. s. Ip.?), but Kíoaoc, 
anthroponym in the ephebic list, 112 2245.125 (262/3 aut 266/7p.); хоєіттоуа in 
II? 3661.2 (ca. 200p.) ded., ZAattov 1I? 2774.2 (s. Шр.) will, but xoéooova in II? 
11952.5 (s. Vp.) sep. mon. in Ionizing verse (L.); but also in prose, note хоєї000У in 
II? 1368.135 (ca. 162/3 p.) lobacchi regulations, which also has лоасоорќутс ib. 99, 
лооооеофдоз ib. 106, лооотаоооутас ib. 66; but лойттеу in ІІ? 1071.5 (22/12, cf. 
SEG 17.34) decree; ІІ? 1072.11 (116/7p.) decree, II? 1076.9 (196—217 p.) decree; 
лоооталт[е: in II? 1078.6 (ca. 220р.), дікатбсоғодох in the letter of Plotina, IP? 
1099.18-19 (121р.); Фєттадос on the sep. mon., 112 8852 (5. Ір.), Өєтталоуіхёос̧ 
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on another, II? 8841/2 (aet. Rom.); puAdooew in IP 3592.19 (165/6—168/9 p.) ded., 
and on two sep. monuments, II? 13209.5, II? 13210.4 (са. 150p.), but pvAdttew on 
all copies of the sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus: II? 13194.16, П? 13195.11, 
12 13197.10, 12 13188.9, 112 13189.11, 12 13192.12, 11213198.11, II? 13200.9, 
II? 13201.14 (ca. 150p.). 96Xaocoa seems to be universal in the Roman Period, cf. 
II? 3299.4 (132 p.) ded. (L.); II? 13222 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. (Jaoa, L.); and all the copies 
of Herodes Atticus’ sep. curse-text of ca. 150 A.D. (just cited for -тт- in фиХблткку, cf. 
supra): I? 13189.8, II? 13192.9, II? 13194.13, IP 13195.8, II? 13196.10, H? 13198.8, 
II? 13200.7. 

Of particular interest is the ded. with xosívrova (cited supra), because it has the 
-тт-іп an Іопіс, poetical diction. 
Lit.: MS? pp. 101—102, notes 899—907; Lademann pp. 57—60. 


43.05 nq, 10, and xy 


The so-called geminate aspirates, or long, or lengthened, aspirate stops as they are 
sometimes called, xq, 10, and ху, occur in only a few Greek words. The gemination 
may be expressive, as іп "Атбіс or “Тохухос (from iáxw, cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, 
p.452) and such hypocoristic terms as тітдт, Wargo (from тиу, Фафабос, with 
a syncope characteristic of words of this type); or it may occur in non-Greek words, 
such as Вахуос, etc., or ” Алфіос, “Алфиаубс. A rare type is seen in caxyv@a(vtns), 
a compound of обххос and бфау-, II? 2403.5 (part of II? 10, cf. SEG 21.218; 24.75) 
(401/400) decree. 

The orthography indicates that the aspiration, as expected, occurred only at the end, at the 
point of release, of the stops. But in certain cases variant spellings with two aspirate stops occur, 
e.g. Вбххос, ”Таххос, "Аффіос. The phonetic value of these spellings in -ХХ- and -фф- (-00- 
does not occur for -т9- in Attic texts) is uncertain, and this problem cannot be separated from 
that concerning the aspirate clusters -фд- and -у9-. If the -у- of -ҳд- is not a true aspirate, but a 
voiceless stop which is lax (i.e. lenis) rather than tense (fortis), then the first -Х- of -Xx- would 
also be a lax voiceless stop (cf. arguments in 46.05, p.571 infra). Those who reject this view 
would regard -хХ- as aspirated throughout and the result of assimilation of -х- to -x-. For lenis 
and fortis stops, cf. Heffner, Phonetics p. 120. 


The examples of -хХ- for -xy- are by no means all late in date. Cases аге attested 
on rf, vases, cf. Вахує on a vase in Bologna, ARV? p. 1158, Bologna PU 286 (Manner 
of the Dinos painter) (= НКЕ2, p.183, no.6; Pfuhl, Malerei no.562)1; Báyyn on 
another in London, ARV? p.1159ii, near the Chrysis painter (= Smith, Catalogue 
3, p.305, no. E503); but (ВА)Вбихос-оп a vase of the Brygos painter, ARV? 
p.370, no.13 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.87, no. E65); Bóyx[vog on a fourth-cen- 
tury Panathenaic vase mentioning the archon of 375/4, cf. ABV p.413, Bak- 
chios no.2, but Веххіос ib. no.1. Thére are also a few examples on stone 


1 The reading Вауує seems virtually certain, as the two consonants are identical in appearance, 
and a reading Báxxe (paint having run slightly on two kappas) seems a much less likely possibility. 
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texts before the Roman Period (cf. nos. 1, 2, 17, 18), and in the Zaqó on a rf. 
vase by the Brygos painter, ARV? p.385, no.228, the probably represents -фф- 
rather than -ф- (cf. p. 544 infra) (L.). 

The rendition of the sounds as а geminate stop without aspiration is virtually 
unattested: Халлос occurs on a rf. vase of ће Polygnotos group, ARV? p. 1060, 
no.145 (= Immerwahr, Book Rolls p.26, no.18), and titty occurs on a fourth- 
century sep. mon. (no. 51 infra). These may be graphic mistakes. 

It seems doubtful that any fundamental difference in pronunciation of -xy- takes 
place in Roman times, when the frequency of -ХХ- increases slightly, but the -xx- 
spellings always remain normal (cf. 38.03, p.470 supra). In the Iobacchi text of the 
later second century A.D., -ху- occurs 28 times, -xx- only twice (cf. no.9 infra). Both 
-му- and -xx- also occur in a decree of the late Hellenistic Period (cf. no. 18 infra), and 
a pryt. cat. of the Roman Period (cf. no.6 infra). 

The simplification of -хХ- to -X- is also found. The earliest examples are from the 
late Hellenistic Period (cf. nos. 13, 21, 22 infra) and the phenomenon remains rare in 
Roman times. See also оп Піфебс/ Пітдедус infra. 


Báxxoc (and numerous derivatives such аз Ваххос, Вахудлос, Baxyis, etc.): 


Examples of the -xy- spelling are very numerous, e.g. II? 4558 (400—350) ded. (priv.); П2 6349 
(fin. s. IV a.), II? 6086 (post 300) sep. monuments; II? 1956.5, 48 (fin. s. IVa.) cat.; 112 641.21 
(299/8) decree; П22325.284 (ca. 250), II? 2332.182 (183/2) catalogs; П? 896.49 (186/5), 
II? 957.77 (157/6) decrees; II? 1938.50 (152/1) cat.; ІР 2949.4 (post 150) ded.; II? 1008.108 
(118/7), II? 1011.116 (106/5) decrees; II? 1335.16 (103/2) decree (sabaziastai); II? 2336.61 
(102/1-97/6) cat.; II? 1028.122, 124 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree; ІІ? 2948.4 (s. Па.) 
ded.; II? 10418 (s. ПЛа.), II? 10513 (s. ПЛа.), П2 7576 (s. Ша.) sep. monuments; II? 1043.87 
(38/7) decree (L.); II? 10095 (fin. s. Ia.), II? 10941 (s. Ia.) (L.), II? 10417 (s. Іа.) sep. monuments; 
II? 1973.34 (40/1—53/4 p.) eph. cat.; 12 5925 (post 50р.) sep. шоп. II? 1996.54 (84/5—92/3 р.) 
eph. cat. (L.); 112 9461 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 2020.76 (ca. 110p. aut paulo post), 12 2037.38 
(125/6p.), П22051.57 (144/5-149/50р.), II? 2065.7 (150/1p.) eph. catalogs; II? 1773.32 
(166/7 p.) (L.), ІР 1776.31 (169/70р.) pryt. catalogs; II? 2103.58 (172/3p. aut paulo post), 
12 2107.15 (paulo ante 180p.) eph. catalogs; II? 1797.7 (ca. 180p.) pryt. cat.; I? 2113.220 
(183/4—191/2 p.), 1I? 2130.200 (192/3 p.), 11? 2128.69 (190—200 p.), 1? 2199.145 (ca. 200p.) 
eph. catalogs; II? 2361.31 (init. s. Шр.) cat.; 112 2245.226 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. cat.; ІР 
4533.42 (s. Шр.) hymns (in various metres); II? 9462 (aet. Rom.), П2 6915 (aet. Rom.), II? 
10055 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 


Вахуос, etc.: 


1) (В|ёххюос II? 2939.1 (same text as ІІ? 4339) (5. IV a.) ded. (L.); 
2) Вахх(с II? 8591 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.); 

3) Bóyxvoc I? 1717.10 (56/5) cat. of archons (L.); 

4) Bayyic Il? 8592 (fin. s. Ia.) sep. mon. (L.); 

5) Вахуа»м Il? 1998.23 (fin. 5. Ip.) eph. cat.; 

6) Вахулос ПІ 1765.49 (138/9 p.) pryt. cat., Вахудлом ib. 46; 

7) Bay[xóXX]ov II? 3742.3 (150/1 p.) ded., cf. I 2065.7; 

8) Báxyvoc I? 2083.92 (post 150 p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
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9) doxiBóxxov IP 1368.12—13 (са. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations, '"Iófaxxoc ib. 60; but 
-Xx- 28 times (L.); 
10) В«гххіоу SEG 19.299 (= Arcbaiologika Poikila 1960, p. 17) sep. mon.; 
11) Вауу, Baxxtov Polemon 4 (1949) p.28, no.9, fig.7 (= H? 5871, which needs correction) 
(s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
12) Ваххос II? 5364 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 
Вауос, etc.: 
13) Bayvog I? 10940 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
14) Вёхеюс II? 9463 (init. s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
15) Báxvoc IP 5411 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 
16) Вах(с I 10942 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. 
The anthroponym Вахф of II? 10943 is derived from the root Bax- seen in fiáto, BéBaxtar, 
etc. 


“Таххос, Лаххаүсуүбс: 

The герціаг -xy- spelling occurs: Il? 847.21 (ca. 125), II? 1006.74 (122/1) (but cf. по. 18 infra), 
II? 1008.8 (118/7), 12 1011.8 (106/5), IP 1028.10 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decrees; II? 5044 
(aet. Augusti?) theatre-seat; II? 4771.11 (ca. 120p.) (priv.), II? 3733.20 (126/7 p.) dedications; 
II? 2097.209 (169/70р.), II? 2113.89 (183/4—191/2 p.) eph. cat.; etc. 


"Ioxxoc, etc.: 
17) "Iéxxc Il? 4680 (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.) (L.); 
18) "Iaxxov II? 1006.9 (122/1) decree, Чахуаш ib. 74 (L.); 
19) Чаххаүшүбіс Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.381ff., line 50 (= H? 1092B.31) (са. 165p.) decree; 
20) бух BCH 81 (1957) p. 512, fig. 6 (aet. Rom.) ded. 


"Taxoc: 
21) Тахо» IP? 2986.9 (са. 104) ded.; 
22) "Тохоу ІР 1029.7 (96/5) decree. 


Doubtful: 
Бїх ха  үсүо16 II? 3680.2-3 (init. s. Шр.) ded. 


* AJUULOG, ”Алфюс, ”Аффос: 


Just why the geminate -p- of the Roman name Appius and derivatives should 
sometimes be transcribed with -xq- or -qq- is not altogether clear: perhaps Latin 
plosives were slightly aspirated, as they are sometimes elsewhere transcribed with 
Greek aspirate stops (cf. 38.023, p.468 supra). In Attic texts the -qq- spelling is no 
less frequent than that with -лл-; -лф- is fairly rare. The -лл- spelling is the only one 
found before 150 A.D. 


“Аллцос, etc.: 
23) "Аллу, 'Алліом II? 4109.2 (са. 50) ded. (L.); 
24) 'Алліом II? 10167 (s. Ia.) sep. шоп. 
25) “Алліоу, 'An[níov II? 3897.2 (са. 78, cf. Hesperia 18 [1949] p. 99) ded.; 
26) "Алліам, 'Axxíov II? 4072.1, 4 (ca. 150p.) ded.; 
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27) “Алліоу IP? 12568.а 7 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon.; 

28) "Алліом II? 3978.3 (post 150 p.) ded.; 

29) "Алліам II? 3607.1 (ante 161 p.) ded.; 

30) "Алліа II? 13200.1 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes Atticus. 


* Алфос, etc.: 
31) ”Алфїсоос Hesperia 29 (1960) p.29, no. 37, line 10 (ca. 170— 190 p.) cat. (L.); 
32) 'Anquavóc II? 2113.91 (183/4— 191/2 p.) eph. cat.; 
33) "Azxqtavóc II? 2246.1 (ca. 267 p.?) eph. cat. (L.); 
34) “Алфшюу(6с II? 2291.6 (aet. Rom.) eph. cat. (2). 


" Аффос, etc.: 

35) “Agge II? 6837 (post 150p.) sep. mon. (= "Аффіоу with syncope, cf. 28.01, no.30, 
p. 403 supra); 

36) 'Akppavóc Il? 2132.8 (са. 192/3 p.) eph. cat.; 

37) Аффиауоб, 'Aqqiavós II? 2123.21, 22 (inter 190—200 p.) eph. cat.; 

38) 'Aqquavóc ІІ? 2208.20 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; 

39) "Aqquavóv Il? 3765.5 (26/7 — 234/5 p.) ded. (cf: no. 41 infra); 

40) ”А|ффшхуод II? 2235.2 (226/7-234/5 p.) eph. cat.; 

41) 'Aqquavóv Hesperia 4 (1935) p.64, no.27 (226—235 p.) ded. (same man as іп no.39); 

42) "Aqqov II? 7143 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

The second-century A.D. sep. mon., II? 10626a(in add.), apparently has "Алліа in line 2, 
"Аффіа in line 3; it proved impossible to find the stone to confirm the reading, but a note in the 
catalog of the Athens National Museum indicated that this monument was from Asia Minor 
("án vi] Mixoà Aoía"). 

Xanqó: 

The expected Уалфф is found on a sep. mon. of the Roman Period, II? 6593 (s. Пр.). 
The other attestations of the word are on vases. Хафо occurs on а rf. vase, cf. ARV? 
p.385, Brygos painter no.228 (cf. FR plate 64) (L.), where the geminate conso- 
nant is probably not written out, i.e. the reading is Zappa; likewise Ф = фф 
in $oaqó incised on a bf. lekythos, cf. Haspels, ABL p.228, по.56 (= CVA, 
Poland 1, plate 16.3a—b). The spelling Уалфб is recorded on a rf. lekythos, cf. 
Kretschmer, op.cit. p.237; but the Хаофо recorded for a lost rf. vase is 
very doubtful, cf. Beazley, Greek Vases in Poland p.9, note 2; Immerwahr, Book 
Rolls p.27, no. 19, notes 1-2. A peculiar Халлос occurs on a vase of the Polygnotos 
group, ARV? p.1060, по.145 (= Immerwahr, op.cit. p.26, no. 18). Coins of Eresos 
have Халфф, Xaqqó; of Mytilene, Wazqá (cf. HN? pp.560, 562); all are of the 
Roman Period. For the dissimilation of initial w- to 0-, cf. 45.02, p.556 infra. 


“Атдіс: 
In the feminine anthroponym "Атдіс (also used to refer to Athens, cf. nos.43—4, 46, 
and 48) only -x0- is found in Attic texts: 


43) "A]lxec5ov Hesperia 36 (1967) p.72, no.15, line23 (= SEG 24.1; 127 + P 841) (ca. 
478 —470) sacred regulations; 
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44) `АтӨсс̧ II? 10108 (са. 350) sep. mon.; 
45) "Атвіба II? 13124.2 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 
46) "Атбіба II? 4473.21 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); 
47) ”Атд(с 12 9444 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 
48) "Атвібос IP 5021 (ca. 400p.) ded.; 
49) “Атбіс II? 10897 (date?) sep. mon. 
The masculine anthroponym has always -tt-, cf. “Атас in II? 10904 (са. 350), П2 10903 
(s. IV a.) sep. monuments. 


titty: 
Only two texts have anything but the regular spelling: 
50) tify 02 12559 (ante 350) sep. mon. (stone lost); either geminate simplification or a careless 
omission; 
51) tír Hellenika 15 (1957) pp.311ff. (= AM 67 [1942] p.222, по.30; SEG 21.1064) (са. 
380) sep. mon.; deaspiration? or some kind of graphic mistake. 


The normal spelling is attested many times, е. р. (all sep. monuments): 
II? 12387 (init. s. IVa.); ІР 12812 (390-365); I? 9112 (са. 350); IP 12996 (365—340); ІР 
12813 (ca. 350); І 12815 (ca. 350); II? 10843 (post 350); II? 7873 (post 350); II? 12242 (post 
350); IP. 13065 (340—317); ІР. 9271 (s. Ша.); H? 12330 (s. HI/IIa.); 12 9079 (s. ПЛа.); ІР 
11084 (s. ПЛа.); ІР 12682 (s. Іа.); II 5514 (s. Ip.) etc; cf. also теітвт II? 12814 (са. 350) (cf. 
9.022, no. 11, р. 196 supra); 1( (1) 69 II? 12816 (s. IV a.) (cf. 8.02, p. 167 supra). 


Пібєбс, Піхбєбс: 


This demotic normally has the form Пибєбс, but a very rare variant with -т9- is 
also found: 
52) ех ПктдЕоуу II? 3637.13 (post 150 p.) ded., but Пиб'єйс іп ib. 11 (L.); 
53) Пилл(едс) IP 2155.6 (= SEG 12.115) (са. 163— 170p.) eph. cat.; 
54) Пи|дєбс(?) 02 7229 (date?) sep. mon. 


The two spellings certainly represent the same deme, for in no. 52 supra the man is 
Підедс and his wife is ёх ПітдЕоуу; the demotic is listed under the tribe of Kekropis 
іп no.53, and Підєбс under Kekropis in II? 2065.109, II? 2086.157, etc. Since the 
examples of -тб- аге not particularly early a simplification of an original -тд- to a 
later -- is unwarranted. The toponym and demotic have probably been influenced 
by anthroponyms with the expressive geminate such as П(тбоу (from л(Әтхос, cf. 
Schwyzer, GG 1, p.637); this name is not found in any Attic inscription, but Пітбедс 
is a masculine anthroponym in 112 2325.224 (ca. 250), а cat., and the ПҮТӨЕОХ 
recorded by Pittakes on a lost text of unknown date, ІІ? 5211, should perhaps be 
emended to Пітдеюс (cf. 14.01, no.16, p.262 supra). Another anthroponym with 
-19-, in the inv., II? 1673.41 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112), is Пихбід|ом, і.е. Питт. 


Піфедс, the normal spelling of the demotic, is frequently attested, e. g.: 


II? 1604.91 (ca. 376?) inv.; 127230 (390—365), П27226 (ante 350), 112 7227.2 (са. 350), 
1I? 7231 (ca. 350) sep. monuments; II? 1622.39 (са. 342/1), ІІ? 1623.231, 253 (333/2), ІР 
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1627.434 (330/29), II? 1626.35 (са. 330), ІІ? 1628.67, 122, 574, 616 (326/5), II? 1629.716 
(325/4), П2 1631.284 (323/2), IP 1632.59, 106, 136, 250 (323/2), II? 1471.25 (post 318/7) 
inventories; II? 1701.7 (post 350) cat.; II? 4604 (fin. s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); IP 7232 (ca. 300), 
127228 (post 300), II? 7234 (post 300) sep. monuments; II? 1706.97 (fin. s. Ша.), IP? 1938.39 
(152/1) catalogs; II? 7233 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; II? 1736.11 (са. 50р.) cat.; II? 2049.96 (142/3 p.) 
(L.), 12 2052.94 (145/6 р.) (L.), II? 2065.109 (150/1 p.), II? 2068.52 (155/6 p.) (L.), II? 2086.157 
(163/4р.) eph. catalogs; II? 1788.26 (174/5 p.), II? 1782.36 (177/8р.) pryt. catalogs; etc. 


Lit.: MS? p.76, note 654; Lademann p. 119. 


44.00 5 


44.01 C= [zd] 


Two Attic texts conclusively show the pronunciation of zeta as the obstruent 
cluster [zd] in the sixth and fifth centuries B. C.: 


1) Meiggs-Lewis p.54, по.26 П (— Imagines? plate 9, по.19; 12763 -- new fr.) 
dedicatory monument set up, probably shortly after 480—479, to commemorate 
Athenian victories іп the Persian Wars: Еу боа тоюС 4908 аутос, Неге тоб” is 
for тоїод(є) and of = [zzd], the voiced equivalent of the frequent -cot-, as іп 'Ag(oo- 
twv, etc. (cf. 43.021, p.527 supra). This use of об= [zzd] is found elsewhere, cf. 
бх@о ото оп а sixth-century B.C. Argive text, IG IV, no.554.4. 


2) Dipinto оп a vase of the Tyrrhenian group, ABV p.96, no.13 (-- CVA, France 1, 
Text p.6 and plate 7.5): Zà£ógc. For the use on this vase of non-Attic o(o) іп №005, 
cf. 43.04, p. 540 supra; such spellings occur elsewhere on Attic vases. 


There is other evidence for the [zd] pronunciation of zeta, cf. Sturtevant, p.92; Lejeune, 
Phonétique рр. 114—116 (= Traité? p.96). Note in particular that zeta alone is used to transcribe 
Iranian zd in the fifth century, and sigma for Iranian z; but by the fourth century zeta is used 
for Iranian z. 

Read Zaxovidec, not ?ахоуідес (as Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften р. 172), on a bf. vase, cf. 
ABV p. 171, no. 1. 

The peculiar ABEYS on another vase of the Tyrrhenian group, ABV р. 96, no.14 (cf. 
Imagines? plate 3, по. 6), still awaits a satisfactory explanation. It had been thought to be in 
imitation of Corinthian script, where B = e-vowels, but unless the instance of 760с for early 
Corinthian, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p.103, is due to epic or outside influence, one 
cannot expect Лебс to have occurred. In general the use of qoppa before upsilon argues against 
an Athenian writer, the |, and the EI of гіші in favor of one. In any case, the writing is very 
inept (cf. К? veÀvioc for КиМФуюс), and far-reaching conclusions cannot be based upon it. Cf. 
p.22 supra. 


44.011 Воб буто, 'AGGevoC, KAaCCopévior 


А peculiar 66 occurs in some of the tribute lists in the names of three cities, viz.: 
Воббамтьої, 'AGCGevoí (located in the Troad), and KAaGCopévior. The spelling may in- 
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dicate a pronunciation of zeta different from the [zd] current in Attica; either [zz] or 
[dz] might be suspected. The argument of W.S. Allen, Vox Graeca p.55, note 3 (ac- 
cepted by G. Nagy, Greek Dialects and the Transformation of an Indo-European 
Process p.126, note 100), that the CC is an attempt to represent [dz] because it at least 
contains that sequence (65 = [zDZd]) and normal rules of assimilation in Greek would 
make AX improper (i.e. it would indicate [ts]) is plausible; but, alternatively, the 
phenomenon might perhaps be connected with a certain tendency to lengthen Е and ҳ 
(at least in writing) seen elsewhere, cf. the ЕЕ frequent in Locrian and found in Thes- 
salian and Delphian, cf. Buck, GD? p.75, no.89; cf. AóEEa in 45.012, p.555 infra. 
The spellings with 66 are quite rare: ВобОбутіої occurs only once, but Вобаутиов 
occurs many times (add to the examples in ATL 2 that in Hesperia 41 [1972] p.410, 
line 7, from list 1 of 454/3). Spellings with 5 and GG occur in the same list. 


Examples: ButGóv[vwov 12 195.28 (= ATL 2, по.5, col.5.16) (450/49), КлоССонеуюі ib. 4. 
The restored [KAaCCo]pévion of ATL 2, по. 11, col. 1.17 (444/3) is probably correct. 'AbGe[toé 
in 12203.26 (= ATL 2, no. 13); but КХабонЕуюі in ib. 33, Виббутюь ib. 22. Doubtful: [Kvt- 
Cixjevot Hesperia 45 (1976) p.280, col.9.9, suggestion of M. McGregor for АТІ 2, no.2 
(= 12 197) (453/2), KAaCopév[vor] ib. col. 8.6 (cf. Hesperia 43 [1974] p. 314, по. 1). 

Lit.: MS? p.92, note 828. 


44.02 5, of for o; of for С 


The use of С for [z] would be understandable only if 5 had passed from [zd] to [zz]. 
The first example of С for [z] (i.e. sigma when voiced, such as before [b] ог [m]) is 
the [e]igyaSpévo[v of an inv. probably dating from 342/1 (по.1 infra); ávafatu[oo]c 
occurs in another inv. of 329/8 (no.2). A statement of Aristotle probably attests to 
the existence of a pronunciation for б other than [zd] (cf. Sturtevant, p.93 and note 
106). This use of С for sigma before beta or my remains very infrequent (but cf. nos. 3, 
8) except in Zuveva, Zuóágayóoc. 

In the same line of the inventory just cited for ауофобио0с occurs Еубеосиоус, the 
first example of ot for o= [z]. This and one other example of -oty- (cf. nos.21, 22 
infra) are probably comparable to the earlier spellings Каоонос, Фрбоороу, etc. of 
vases and the тбос uév on a mid-fourth-century locatio (cf. 43.021, no.90, p.530 
supra and 46.036, p.567 infra), і.е. об [zzm] and is like the -оот- found іп 
“Асоіоотоуу, etc. Either the traditional spelling with o prevented the use of -ббу- or 
the long consonant was actually voiced only at the point of release. 

The first example of об for intervocalic zeta (now = [zz]) occurs in a decree of 
321/0 (no.23 infra). This use of ot is fairly common in the Hellenistic Period, but 
very rare thereafter. It is probably an indication that intervocalic zeta remained a true 
geminate or long consonant, i.e. [zz] or [2] rather than [z], a fact supported by other 
evidence such as its treatment in prosody, cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.115, note 2 
(= Traité? p.97, note 6). Іп one text (cf. no.25 infra) -$- was "corrected" to -оС-. Cf. 
also nos. 24—30. 
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The use of simple о for intervocalic zeta is very rare, and some of the instances 
may not be of phonetic significance. A decree of 340/39, II? 233.3, has ёл]Јефўфісєу 
(L.) where the normal formula demands the imperfect; but a person might have 
made such a mistake, the substitution of one tense for another, without actually 
confusing the sounds of о and 5. The txdowpa of the inv., II? 1424а (іп add.).398 
(L.), might not be phonetically significant, as this is a fairly technical word which, 
although common enough in these texts, might have been unfamiliar to some. This 
text dates to 369/8 and would thus provide earlier evidence for a [zz] pronunciation 
of б than no. 1 infra. The avvevexvoácovow for соуєуєҳооб боосу of the demedecree, 
II? 1183.35 (post 340) (L.), is of dubious value, as this text is full of copying errors (cf. 
42.012, p.504 supra). The correct reading of II? 1644.9 (= ІС П, no.707) is not 
Хедс, but хоо|вобс, It is possible, however, that the uneducated might occasionally 
confuse с and б; the Bvoavtia of an early Roman sep. mon. (no.31 infra) might 
be due to such a confusion. 

The use of 5 for initial or intervocalic o is also very rare. An early example on a sep. 
mon. of ca. 350 (no. 33 infra), TouxvovCGiov for Tovxoovotov, is the work of an illiterate 
writer, but if it were a fairly correct rendition of his pronunciation, it could be evidence 
that some might have voiced an intervocalic -o- under the influence of the rho. The 
Zotipy of the doubtful no.35 might be due to assimilation. The doubtful no. 36 might 
show confusion of -00- and -С- by the uneducated, but the reading Kata[vdgetc is 
known only from an early copy and must remain dubious. The 200100707 of по.34 
might be a result of the same confusion or of the influence of numerous names in 
Zo-. 

Lit.: MS? p. 88, note 766; p. 92, note 829; Lademann pp. 56—57, 120. 


Examples: 


t for а before p, В: 

1) [elleyatuévoly II? 1582.79 (342/1, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no. 16) іпу.; 

2) ávapatu[o6]c II? 1672.308 (329/8) inv. (L.); also has -оби-, cf. no. 21 infra; 

3) ZyíxvOoc Hesperia 38 (1969) p. 425, no.2, line 91 (220/19) decree; 

4) Zuveva II? 9871 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 

5) Zuveva[t]oc II? 2313, col. 1.7 (194/3 et 190/89) cat.; 

6) Zuvevaiog II? 2314.19, 25 (182/1 et 178/7) сас; 

7) Zyvevaios II? 1011, col. 5.109 (106/5) decree (L.); 

8) аргуруСра II? 1029.16 (96/5) decree (L.); 

9) xgeltBevtot II? 4176.4 (ca. 38p., cf. SEG 23.123) ded. This has been read as л0е]0В- by 
J.H. Oliver, Hesperia 35 (1966) p.151, but examination of the stone indicated that the 
doubtful letter had a somewhat better chance of being zeta than sigma (L.); 

10) Zyágaybos II? 1945.93 (45/6p.) cat.; 

11) Zuvevatov II? 10372.3 (s. Ір.) sep. mon.; 

12) Zuvovaioc IP 3163.3 (post aet. Hadriani) ded., ?ифоуау ib. 14; 
13) Zyágayboc II? 2030.26 (118/9 p.) eph. cat.; 

14) Zpagáyðov ПІЗ 2065.59 (150/1p.) eph. cat.; 

15) ?нбоаүбос II? 2122.32 (paulo ante 190p.) eph. cat. (L.); 
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16) ZpdgaySoc II? 2191.121 (ca. 200p.) eph. cat.; 

17) Zui«e»va II? 12628.1 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 

18) Zpágayðoç II? 1832.10 (ca. 231/2p.) pryt. cat.; 

19) Zpveva II? 8286 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 

20) Zyvevaia II? 10368 а (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

of for o before p: 
21) ёубёобноус II? 1672.308 (329/8) inv. (L.); also has -Срг, cf. no. 2 supra; 
22) "ЕовоСша Il? 5538.1 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (1.). 

об for б: 

23) ]quotev Hesperia 6 (1937) p. 442, no. 1, line 10 (321/0) decree; 

24) exewngrote IP 448.39 (318/7) decree; 

25) Bvot&vtoc II? 8438 (post. 350) sep. mon.; first Z was carved, then ZZ was carved over 
it (L.); 

26) ovvaywviotópeľvog II? 743.8 (init. s. Ша.) decree (L.); 

27) -jvoCev IP 689.5 (272/1) decree (L.); 

28) Ел)еуйфюсе|у Agora 15, p. 152, no. 177 (188/7) decree; 

29) xa8agvotégto II? 1365.9-10 (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by 
Xanthus of Lycia; 0vowtotew ib. 12, хадаобоСеотон ib. 19; this text contains other non- 
Attic spellings (e.g. ov for v, cf. 14.02, p.267 supra; ox for 00, cf. 46.02, p.559 infra); 

| xabagiGotw, осиб секу, etc. in the other copy, II? 1366 (L.); 

30) ГавСа Peek, AG 2, p. 26, no. 75 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 


о for С; 


31) Bvoaviía I? 8439 (s. І а.) sep. mon. (L.); 
32) Уфошос HI? 2097.276 (169/70 p.) eph. cat. (L.). 


?йуоууос has been corrected from Фйуаууос in the ded., II? 3120.8 (aet. Augusti), where Х = 
sigma. 
t for a: 
33) ТокхчоуСіоу (= Tovxopvotov) II? 7557 (ca. 350) sep. mon. (L.); 
34) Zworedtov II? 12098 (s. ПЛ а.) sep. mon. (L.). 


Doubtful: 


35) Zot(un П? 9640 (date?) sep. mon. (cf. IG Ш, no. 2699); 
36) Kata[vdgets (= Kaooavigetc) II? 8996 (date?) sep. mon. 


44.03 0-6 


44.031 Mvóoviéc, 'Auvtbovelg 


The Mv8ovés of the tribute lists have been plausibly identified (cf. ATL 1, p.521) 
with the "Анубомєїс frequently attested later in literary texts, on coins and inscriptions. 
The variation between spelling with and without prefixed d- is typical in names from 
Asia Minor, cf. Kretschmer in Glotta 21 (1933) pp.86—90 (cf. 29.00c, p.409). The 


550 Consonant Clusters 


universal use of -8- in the tribute documents and of -C- in later attestations may 
indicate a local sound change or be due to inaccurate transcription of the foreign 
name. 


Examples: 

Р 191, col.5.6 (= ATL 2, no.1) (454/3); P 193, col.1.5 (= ATL 2, no.3) (452/1); 12 196, 
col.3.4 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7); ІЗ 199, col.3.20 (= ATL 2, по.9, col.3.18) (446/5); 1? 201, 
col.4.42 (= ATL 2, по.11, col.4.30) (443/3); 12 204, col.2.55 (= ATL 2, no.14, col.2.72) 
(441/0). 

The use of A for Z is foreign to Attic. There is a peculiar толаёєу (for voxátew?) in line 2 
of the sep. curse-text (set up by Herodes Atticus), Il? 13196 (ca. 150 p.); none of the other similar 
texts has tomate ог any related word. There are rare cases of A for Z on graffiti from фе 
Agora: émiteanédi[a Agora 21, p. 10, no. B13 (350—300); perhaps Aowxáóe[t] on Agora 21, 
p. 15, no. C33 (ca. 350). 


44.032 ӨвдбСотос, OeoCotidys 


The Boeotian anthroponym Өғӧботос̧ seems never to have been used by native 
Athenians. The Єєбботос “Ноохде(тол Тауауваїос of the sep. mon., II? 10410 
(s. Ia.), and, from the same family, the *HoóxAewoc Ocotótov Тауауваїос of the 
decree, II? 1028.152 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), are Boeotians. The Оєбботос whose 
name appears in a single signature on a bf. vase is generally regarded as a Boeotian, 
cf. ABV p.349, Louvre F69. 

The Athenian Өғоботібтс known from literary sources, РА no.6915, is mentioned 
in two Attic decrees of ca. 403/2, cf. II? 5.3; Hesperia 40 (1971) p.280, no.7, line 3. 
It is significant that this man's son was named Өкбботос, cf. Plato, Apology 33e; 
stemma in PA no.11034, cf. Davies, APF p.223. Another member of this family is 
mentioned in a cat. dated later than 350 B.C., where QeoEotidys is recorded, cf. 
44.04, no. 1 infra. 


44.04 5 for С 


There are four texts in which E occurs for С: 
1) ӨвоЁот(8|юу II? 1927.39 (post 350) cat.; 
2) Eoxvoíov IP 4677 (s. Ша.) ded. (priv.) (L.); 
3) Ефллуоос 127943 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; 
4) =HNON for Ziíjvov II? 1774.59 (L.) (167/8 p.) pryt. cat., "AEnviets ib. 70. 
The only authority for the reading in по. 1 is Chandler, who may һаус made a copying error. It 
is certain that the man in question was named Єєоботібтс, cf. Davies, АРЕ p.223 and 44.032 
supra. In no.4 it seems fairly certain that the writer intended xi in lines 59 and 70 (although the 
reading in line 70 cannot now be confirmed because of the very worn condition of the stone), 
as xi clearly has the form іп lines 23, 66, and zeta the form Lin line 22, the form S in line 27 
(L.; the xi of line 65 could not be read because of the worn stone surface). No.2 is a crude ded. 
on a small dressed area оп an otherwise rough-hewn low column. The Ефлооос of no.3 is а 
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native of Adramyttion. The xi of nos.2 and 3 is difficult to explain; perhaps comparable to the 
variation between Є and in the foreign word Еотоблтс, cf. W. Schulze, ZVS 33 (1895) p.216, 
note 1 (= KS? p.271, note 3). 


A certain case of Z for E occurs in the inv., II? 1672.274 (329/8), with ёСоХартуос 
for &aAaptvos (L.). This is probably a writing error like many others in this text, cf. 
Introduction, p.14 supra and yoivig in ib. 15, cf. 45.01, no.3, p.552 infra. The 
spelling éCéqvyov occurs in the sep. mon., II? 9898.3 (fin. s. Пр.); copying error of the 
mason with Z (= Ж) read as Z (?). Cf. the doubtful graffito: Zéav[nc, Agora 21, p.60, 
no. Ha 17 (50—1 B.C.). 


45.00 Е, p 


For ће use of Хо, фо in pre-403 texts and their occasional metathesis to oy, oq, cf. 
1.011, pp.20—21 supra. 

For the sporadic use of the Ionic letters‘E and W before the adoption of the Ionic 
alphabet, cf. 2.023, pp.44—45 supra. 

For Єфлидос, ӨғоЁотітс, etc., cf. 44.04 supra. 


45.01 o for & 


The velar element in E may have been quite weak in the speech of some persons or 
even assimilated to the following sibilant to produce a geminate [s]. At least there are 
occasional examples of о and oo for xo on ostraca and among the dipinti: ФіЛосоё- 
vow оп an early fifth-century ostracon, Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) p.395, no.3; Kah- 
Moévor on one of the Kallixenos ostraca (483 or 482), cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.385, 
no. 16; cf. Kadioe[voc on another, Hesperia 19 (1950) p.387, no.21; KAaAloevoc on 
another, Hesperia 19, p. 389, no.31. Of the examples among the dipinti, most cannot 
stand. Kretschmer read himself "AAéoavdgog (retrograde) on the Tyrrhenian amphora 
in Florence (no. 70993), cf. ABV p.95, no.6 (without text of the inscription) (= Mit- 
teilungen des deutschen archäologischen Instituts 4 [1951] plate 24.1). For the 
doubtful reading ФОПЧЕ15 (= POINEIS or PDOINEXS?) on ARV? p.316, Proto- 
Panaetian group no.4, cf. 9.021, p. 190 supra. Beazley interprets ФІРОНЗЕ on a bf. 
vase by the Antimenes painter, ABV p.266, по.1 (= JHS47 [1927] pp.63—64, 
plate 11), as PiAwv oe; even if оо is read, other interpretations besides Філбоое|Уос 
are possible, i.e. фАФ(о)ое. The name of an Amazon read as Тдооцс has been cor- 
rected to Tóyoic, cf. v. Bothmer, Amazons p. 131, no.5, plate 69.3 (= ARV? p.15, 
no. 6). Cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 181—182. 

Comparable to these would be блороўоос for dxogengas on the sep. mon. set up 
by three Attic tribes for Pythion of Megara (in the Doric dialect and Іопіс script) 
about 446 B.C., I? 1085.3 (= Meiggs-Lewis p. 137, no. 51). This stone is now in very 
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worn condition; my final reading (offered without much confidence) was dxooo[fi]- 
Бас (L.). 
А few fourth-century inventories have 6 for E: 

1) OZZY/INHM 2 1501.16 (340—330). For (2): Jog ovAivy pf. But quite apart from the 
fragmentary nature of the text, the Х for € could well be just a writing error (2 precedes); 
ОлбЕдос in ib. 18 (L.); 

2) оома II? 1623.331 (333/2) (L.); 

3) хомо; П2 1672.15 (329/8) (L.). But this text contains many peculiarities, including Z for 
Z, cf. 44.04, p. 551 supra; Introduction p. 14. 

Notes and Corrections: In the inv., H? 1641.51 (са. 350), read ЕбМуаь, comparing the form of 
the xi in line 13 (L.). In II? 1673.13 (= IG H, add. no. 834.c13) read not тфу oXov, but тізу 
Бодо (L.). 


The ease with which the various forms of xi and sigma can be confused by copyists 
(especially in the Roman Period when xi frequently has the form 2) makes all later 
examples of Z for € known only from texts recorded by earlier observers and sub- 
sequently lost highly dubious. An example of such confusion may be seen in the sep. 
mon., 126153.А2 (s. Шр.), where Fourmont had recorded X for =, but when the 
stone came to light again his error could be corrected, cf. Hesperia 30 (1961) p.205, 
no. 1 and plates 33—34. 

Not based on such early copies are the following: 


4) "Egotyévnc Hesperia 38 (1969) p.418, no.i, line 55 (254/3) decree. Prosopographical 
considerations make it virtually certain that this name should be ”ЕоЁүүбунс, cf. Hesperia 38, 
p. 424; 4а) oog II? 924.6 (init. s. Па.?) decree (L.); 

5) °Алесбубо[ох II? 1134.8 (117/6) amphiktyonic decree (in Koine) (L.); 

6) Lévwv (for Sévwv) Hesperia 3 (1934) р. 31, no. 21, line 88 (155/4) decree (L.); 

7) часту Il? 3758.4 (s. І/Шр.) ded. But some doubt remains. The letter read as sigma looks 
like a sigma with sharply curving upper and lower hastae, viz. %; since elsewhere sigma with 
four bars (once each in lines 1—2) has flat upper and lower hastae it is conceivable that this 
letter represents xi (there is no other xi on the stone). For sigma also appear С (once each in 
lines 1—2) and C (lines 6ff.) (!) (L.); 

8) хєотрофӨХас Hesperia 2 (1933) p. 505, по. 17, line 38 (post 267 p.) eph. cat. 


All the following cases of o for Е are subject to considerable doubt. The readings 

depend only on early copies, and in some cases 2 was probably read as =: 
9) "Ауавидёоос II? 2313.32 (194/3 et 190/89) cat.; 

10) "АлоАМ одос II? 3505.6 (fin. s. Та.) ded.; 
11) Múgung ЇР 1992.20 (post 50р.) eph. cat.; 
12) ес Оїом I? 6991 (aet. Rom.?) sep. шоп. 
13) Каллабос Il? 8956 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon.; 
14) “Асаоіс II? 8359 (aet. Rom.?) sep. mon. 
Notes and Corrections: The ‘Pyoipayos of the sep. mon., II? 7006 (s. II/Ia.), is probably not for 
“РцЕйиохос, but an example of one of the rare anthroponyms in ‘Pnot-, cf. Hesperia 34 (1965) 
p.285. In Hesperia 11 (1942) p.45, no. 14, line 13 (148/9 p.) pryt. cat., read 2 in МӘЕшос. In 
the decree of Panhellenes, II? 1088.44 (132—138 p.), reject Ебосеу = ЕбоБеу in favor of J.H. 
Oliver's £6«o»oev, cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) pp. 363 ff., line 10 (cf. 12.012, no. 10, p. 230 supra). The 
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ЕлцотдЕвозу of Attische Urkunden З (= SB Vienna 1925) p.61, no. 18, line 15 (= SEG 3.226) 
is better interpreted ав ёлітбЕеоу than as Елістбовоу (with Е for o), cf. 42.022, p.510 supra. 
Kirchner records ПтүбЕюс̧ for Пиубоос in II? 2237.144 (230—235 p.) eph. cat., but the stone іп 
fact reads: IIHTA ZIOZ (the Z an incomplete sigma of the form Є, both > and С occur in this 
text, or a false start which the mason intended to correct and then forgot) (L.). 


Lit.: MS? p.92, note 831; Lademann p. 120. 


45.011 Ебу- oov 


The Attic dialect is conservative in retaining Ебу as the normal form until the last 
part of the fifth century. Evv is first attested in а sep. mon., 12981 (= LSAG p.78, 
no.32; IGAA p.146, no.63), of ca. 540—535 and is normal in all types of text in the 
fifth century. But there are also some very early examples of обу, viz.: 12920 (= СУ! 
1, p. 660, no.2042) (са. 500) sep. mon. (this text also has оф for qo and оу for xo); 
considerations of spacing urge that |>|әуфеошос, not [Хо]оуфёошос, be restored іп 
the casualty list, I? 929.46 (ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19). The bronze dedicatory plaque of 
the tamiai, I? 393 (са. 5502), has ouvAéyoavtes at the beginning of line 2, and since the 
other three lines begin with the beginning of a word it is preferable to accept this as 
an early example of сбу rather than to restore the x of youv at the end of the preceding 
line (as LSAG p.77, no.21). Cf. also the restoration ОГФилаутес іп I? 6.97, cf. Hesperia 
14 (1945) p.77, Face C.14. 


The etymology of Ебу is obscure, cf. Frisk, GEW 2, p. 339, but оўу certainly developed from 
Ейу, which is probably attested in Mycenaean, cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.73, note 9; cf. also 
дето БО, 


Public documents earlier than the last quarter of the fifth century have normally 
Еру, e.g.: 
Р 10.23, 30 (453/2, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.89, no. 40); І? 16.12, 13 (469—450, cf. Meiggs-Lewis 
р. 66, по. 31); I? 18.4 (457 —445, cf. SEG 21.7); I? 24.8, 14, 18 (са. 448, cf. SEG 21.20); I? 39.7, 
27 (446/5); Р 45.15 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34); 1246.14 (са. 4402), P 50.23 (440/39); 
I? 44.6 (ca. 445); I? 51.1 (433/2); I? 52.2, 16 (433/2); I? 55.6 (cf. BSA 49 [1954] p.29) (са. 430, cf. 
SEG 14.7); I? 60.9 (427/6) decrees; 12 63.8, 17, 212 (= ATL 2, no. А9, lines 8, 17, 181), but in 
ATL 2, no. А9, line 118 read: табтеоц [o]óux[ac for табтєс [xo]óux[ac of I? 64.8 (425/4) 
decree and trib. list; I? 188.60 (= Sokolowski, Lois? p.18, no. 10) (ante 460) law (deme); P? 
202.36 (= ATL 2, по.12) (443/2); В 212.44 (= ATL 2, по.22, col. 1.49) (433/2) trib. lists; P 
377.19 (434-432) inv. (of Delian amphiktyons). 


Besides the early examples of ооу cited supra, there are a few instances of it also 
in public documents of ca. 450—425: decrees: 1? 22.6 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) (L.), 
xovv- virtually certain іп ib.3; ATL 2, no. D7.16 (= I? 66; Meiggs-Lewis p.117, 
по.46) (4472), but xouv- ib. 11, 35; 12 34.8 (ante 445) (apparently a decree fr.); 
Р 91.16, 17 (bis), 23, but хооу restored in I? 92.39 (both I? 91 and 1? 92 dated 434/2, 
cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 1? 59.14 (са. 427/6). Tribute lists: 12203.2 (-- ATL 2, no.13) 
(442/1); 12 214.24 (= ATL 2, по.27, col. 3.32) (428/7). 
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The frequency of обу greatly increases in public documents in the fourth quarter 
of the fifth century, viz.: 12 57.54 (inscribed 423, in decree of 426/5), but youv- ib. 42 
(in same decree of 426/5), ib. 24 (in decree of 429/8, inscribed in 423); 12 94.5 (418/7), 
but усбу in ib. 13, 31; 12 108.7, 50 (410/9), but усбу іп ib. 41; 12 109.8 (410/9) 
(L.); І? 116.15, 30 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.267, no.87), but xovv- in 
ib. 18, 22 (bis); 12 111.6 (са. 410/9); I2 106.18 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16), but Ебу in 
ib. 19; inventories: always обу in the inventories of са. 414 known as the Attic Stelai, 
cf. Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, line 31 (= 1? 329.12); Hesperia 22, p.268, no.6, 
line 107 (= 12325.21); Hesperia 22, p.279, no.7, line 44 (= 1? 331.5); Hesperia 22, 
p.287, no. 10, lines 12, 19, 27 (= 12 328.12, 19; 12 327.7); other inventories: I? 302.11 
(418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, no.77), but добу in ib. 18; 1? 374.87, 146 (408— 
406) (L.); I? 304B (407/6) ovv- passim; 12 304 A (410/9): xov in line 2 only, but сбу 
more than 20 times; I? 298.7 (411/0) (in Ionic script). 

But хобу is also common in public documents of the period ca. 425-405; in 
addition to the examples mentioned above in texts also containing обу, cf. decrees: 
12 71.10, 33, 45, 58, 64 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30); 12 81.16 (421/0); I? 90.13 (bis), 15, 
21, 24, 26 (422, cf. SEG 21.46); 1287.8 (424/3); 1296.3 (417/6); P 98.5, 12 99.10 
(416/5); 12 102.3 (412/1); 12 117.4 (408/7) (in Ionic script); inventories: 12 248.213 
(414/3); 12 253.267 (411/0); I2 311.13, 20 (422/1—419/8), but oxvvagxóvtov ib. 6 
(cf. 1.011, no.6, p.21 supra) (L.); I? 3242, 3, 16, 17, 21, 23, 24, 25, 27, 38, 48, 50, 
101 (426/5-423/2); 12379.9 (420/19); I? 301.14, 32, 33, 58, 61, etc. (409/8); 
ІР 275.187 (407/6) and xov frequently in I? 256—1? 273 (434—406), but обу only 
in I? 274.169 (409/8, cf. SEG 10.198). 

The normal spelling is oov by the end of the fifth century В.С. The last examples 
of Ew аге: Evvagyovtes II? 1377.8, an inv. mentioning the archon of 400/399 and 
usually dated 399/8; ЕвуВфиок 112 4548.3, а ded. (priv.) dated slightly later than 
400 B.C. СЕ. also Едубихос on а defixio dated by stratigraphy to ca. 400, cf. AM 73 
(1958) p.97, no.2 (= SEG 21.1093); the date is supported by difficulties in the use 
of the Ionic script (Н/Е for т, éxévow, cf. pp.50, 161, 358 supra). 

There is very little correlation in the preference of обу to xov in fifth-century texts and the 
choice of Ionic script (cf. the examples supra and 2.011, pp. 31 ff. supra). 

An important exception to the adoption of ovv in post-403 texts is the preference 
for ЕоррВоХеодон in the formula үүдфрлүу 8£ ЕорВалАвобов, well attested in decrees 
from about 378 В.С. on, e.g.: 12 44.10 (378/7); II? 96.12 (375/4); 12 106.10 (368/7); 
IP 107.11 (368/7); I? 109.14 (363/2); etc. The spelling with Е remains normal as long 
as the formula continues to be used: 112 981.5 (ca. 150); 12 1006.39 (122/1); II? 
1008.79 (118/7); H? 1028.46 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188); ІІ? 1041.26 (47-42), 
Evp- іп ib. 2. In this formula ovpBGAAeo@au is very rare: II? 82.7 (ante 378/7); IP? 
505.47 (302/1); II? 650.21 (286/5); II? 980.9 (са. 150). The use of 5 іп this word 
seems to have been confined to this formula; cf. ouvBaAAntat in II? 1361.20 (post 
350) sacred law of orgeones of Bendis; ovufoaAXXouévoc, ovufióXeo0a Hesperia 7 
(1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 26, 37, 55, 83, 95 (363/2) decree (genos); etc. 

Lit.: MS? p.220, notes 1759-1761. 
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45.012 ло-, -xo-, -xE, -EE- 


If the letters JONHNIIZHKIZTPIE[ in an inv. of са. 330-320, cf. Hesperia 28 
(1959) pp.208ff., line B91 (p.222, cf. p.231) (= ІІ? 1558.45), have been correctly 
interpreted by D. M. Lewis as Javyv xonxgtot é[v, this text contains a unique (for 
Attic texts) instance of xo for їр, presumably due to semi-literacy (cf. 1.011, p.21 
supra). 

The only instances of хо for E in Attic texts are two examples of Уёхотос in texts 
of Roman date, where a slight difference in sound between Latin x and Greek E may 
explain the use of хо (cf. 47.022, no.4, p. 574 infra), and the false archaism éxoete in 
a copy of an oracle, carved probably in the time of Hadrian, which attempts to re- 
produce pre-403 Attic script, II? 5007.10 (cf. 1.011, p.21 supra). 

The spelling ӨобхЕ on а sep. mon., II? 8901 (s. Ip.) (L.), is the only such example 
from Athens, but such spellings, prompted by a desire to render the two parts of the 
cluster by separate graphic signs, are found elsewhere, cf. Hermann, Silbenbildung 
p. 119; Mayser-Schmoll р. 184. The КоХМуховуос on one of the ostraca of the 4805, 
Hesperia 19 (1950) p.383, no.9, might be comparable, but it is probably just a 
careless dittography. 

А gemination of intervocalic E may be seen іп AóEEa, on a sep. mon., 12 8160 (s. ІЛІр.) (L.). 
A parallel may be seen in two instances of €&€egotpe (= ёБохооброл) on a defixio from the 
Agora, inv. no. IL 493, lines 1 and 29 (in line 29 (€E]Eegotye is the reading) (= Hesperia 6 
[1937] p.389, no.3, where the text needs correction; the new readings are those of D. Jordan) 
(found in a deposit of s. Ip. material, but orthography and writing look like s. ЇЙр.)1. These: 
spellings with geminate E are probably due to hesitation about putting the E with the preceding 
or the following syllable, similar to spellings of the "Aotoovov type (cf. 43.021, pp. 527 ff. 
supra). 

For -Бо-, cf. 47.022, no.2, p.574 infra (ZéEotoc) and 43.021, no.45, p.529 supra 
(блеЕотуобикуос). 


45.02 a for y 


The only example of о for % on a stone text occurs on a sep. mon. of the Roman 
Period, II? 8360 (s. Пр.), which reads: Bágoapoc "Арас xenotds (L.). Presumably 
" Agag is for ” Agay here. But cf. Кёхоос = Кехооч on а rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.496, 
Oreithyia painter no.2 (= CVA, Germany 12, plate 205.1—2). 

Among the dipinti о occurs perhaps twice for p in тєоф Furtwängler read Tegoetyóonc on 
а rf. vase, ARV? р. 1080, Clio painter no. 1, cf. his Beschreibung p.662, no. 2401; here, how- 
ever, one could conceivably read Tepoerydgns, with omitted rho. Tegoyópe has been recorded 
on a rf. vase described by Beazley as lost and very tentatively assigned to the Dish painter, one 
of the followers of Douris, cf. ARV? p.788, Once Paris, Fourtales 183, from Nola (for the 
inscription, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 154). It is not possible to say whether these two 
examples indicate actual simplification of the cluster [rps] to [rs], or if they are just incomplete 
renditions of it in writing by semi-literate persons. 


1 Cf. (probably): ЕЕЕ "EXe[vavíov, Agora 17, p.49, no. 119 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 
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The initial o in Zango is due to dissimilation, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 182—183; 
this spelling occurs on a sep. mon. of Roman times, cf. II? 6593 (s. Пр.). On the vases there is 
one case of Халфб, as well as Zaqó (= Xaqqó), Фоафб, Хахлас, each attested once; and a 
very doubtful case of Zawpw (for these examples, cf. 43.05, p.544 supra). Coins of Eresos 
have Халфі, Хаффо; of Mytilene, Ралфф (cf. HN? pp.560, 562); these coins are all of 
the Roman Period. 

ёовиранёуоь has been carved for égevoapéven іп the inv., II? 1672.180 (329/8), probably a 
purely graphic error. 


46.00 Dyadic Consonant Clusters 
46.01 Clusters with a liquid element 


46.011 Clusters of stop + liquid 


In a very few cases there is variation in the writing of a stop before о. Thus the 
influence of о may be the reason for the y —x seen in the following: аудболодеі in а 
decree of the end of the fourth century B.C., II? 508.11 (L.); ГА Еохоос on а rf. vase, 
ARV? p.354, the Colmar painter no. 25. There аге a few cases of deaspiration before 
о or A, e.g. Еолоообуп, IIAveóc, лобалос, dtha, etc. (cf. 38.012b, nos.2, 4, p.454 
and p.453 supra). Sometimes clusters of stop + о, A are simplified by deletion of the 
liquid, but usually because of dissimilative tendencies (cf. 40.022c, p.481 supra). A 
few remaining peculiarities in the treatment of stops before о involve foreign toponyms 
(cf. 46.0111—46.0112). 

The spelling xwAaygétys is not found in Attic texts (for the origin of the word, cf. Chantraine, 
DEG 2, p.605); for хохахоетто, cf. I? 19.13 (ante 450? cf. SEG 21.10, 22.3); I? 80.9 (ca. 450? 
cf. SEG 22.4) decrees; 12 336.4 (ante 446/5); В 338.10 (= SEG 10.243) (ca. 465—455) in- 
ventories; 12 63.25-26 (= ATL 2, no. А9) (425/4), I 70.13 (424/3? cf. SEG 24.8), 12 71.39 
(са. 436, cf. SEG 21.30), I? 82.19—20 (421/0), I? 84.23 (421/0), 1 25.8, 9 (424/3, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.204, no.71) (L.), 1294.28 (418/7), ІЗ 170.5 (446—404) all decrees; cf. |хобтаһ in 
CSCA 5 (1972) p. 159, no. 1, line 11 (new fr. of I? 85). 

Lit.: MS? p.75, notes 647—648. 


46.0111 Воюухе1ёс-- l'ovvx&c, Піхоєс-- (П)(уоєс ~ Пітоєс 


At least one of the fifth-century tribute lists has Воюухе1с, although these docu- 
ments normally refer to the people of this Euboean town as l'ovvxé&c. 
Be[v]vxeuc: I? 196, col.5.12 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7); likely to be correct is the restoration 
[Bolvyxeté[c] in 12 198.70 (= ATL 2, no. 8, col. 2.69) (447/6). 
Гочухес: I? 194.32 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.24) (451/0); P 201.41 (= ATL 2, no. 11, col. 5.29) 
(444/3); 12 203.25 (= ATL 2, no. 13, col. 5.22) (442/1); В 212.78 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 1.83) 
(433/2); Р 63.81 (= ATL 2, no. А9, col. 1.81) (425/4). 
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The variation is due to difficulty in transliterating a foreign, probably originally non-Greek, 
name. Variants with initial ‘Pu- and even То9- are known from the literary tradition, cf. ATL 1, 
p. 478 and RE s. v. Grynche, cols. 1899—1900. 

Another variation in the tribute documents involves -хо-, -yo-, and even -то-: Піхоес I? 191.16 
(= ATL 2, no.1) (454/3); IXy[oec] 12 213.59 (= ATL 2, no.23, col. 1.66) (432/1); probably 
also “Түоес (for the loss of the initial л, cf. 35.04, p. 439 supra) Hesperia 43 (1974) p.314, no. 1, 
line 7 (453/2); Пітрєс I? 222.8 (= ATL 2, no. 28) (427/6 aut 426/5), the text uses A for gamma 
throughout, so that if the tau is a copying error it would have had to be for an Ionic gamma оп 
the temporary copy or be a mistake of Pittakes, the only witness to the text. These spellings 
characteristic difficulties with foreign names. 


46.0112 °'Атоаиоттубс̧ —"Aópapvtnvóc 


Three texts, all probably of the second century B.C., have 'Atpapvtnvóg as the 
ethnic of the Mysian town, but others of about the same date and later have "Adgapv- 
"vóc. Local coins, of which some are as early as the fourth century, have only "Адра», 
cf. HN? p.520; Н. von Fritze, Die antiken Münzen Mysiens 1 (Berlin, 1913) pp. 1ff. 
The town's founder is recorded as ” A8gapvc, apparently the name of a deity in Phrygia 
and elsewhere, cf. W.Schulze, ZV$33 (1895) pp.366—367 (— KS? p.281). The 
т0--бо is presumably characteristic fluctuation in Hellenizing the non-Greek word; 
there is also a spelling "Аубоа- showing a parasitic nasal frequently developed in 
Hellenized foreign words, cf. 41.021 b, p.489 supra. 

Еог'Адрацутуубс ~ “АдосВаоттубс, cf. 41.04, p. 493 supra. 

Codd. already disagree between "Атра- and 'Aóga- for Herodotus 7.42; Xenophon, Anabasis 
7.8.8; Thucydides 5.1, 8.108 (several witnesses are inconsistent, reading "Атра- in 5.1, “Абоа- 
in 8.108, cf. Hude's 1914 Teubner edition). In later writers "Абра- is normal but not universal; 
some codd. of Strabo give both spellings, cf. 13.583 and 13.614 in Meinecke's Teubner edition 
(Leipzig, 1904). 

Lit.: MS? p.79, note 674. 


Examples: 


"Ахраруттубс: II? 2332.210 (183/2) cat.; П2 7944 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (L.); 127945 (ca. s. Па.) 
sep. mon. 


"Абраруттубс: IP 7941 (s. Ша.) sep. mon.; II? 1011, col.5.110 (106/5) decree (L.); 112 7940 
(s. ПЛа.), ІР 7943 (s. Та.), 12 7938 (s. Іа.), II? 7942 (s. Ip.) all sep. monuments. 


"Абоавиттубс (cf. 41.04, p. 493 supra): II? 7939 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.). 


46.012 Other clusters with a liquid element 


46.0121 ПеХаоүнхбу, IIeXaoyuótnc 


The spelling IIekagyixóv occurs for the Attic toponym in a decree, cf. 1276.55, 56, 
57 (435-414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) (L.) Another decree mentions the Пе- 
Aaoyiðta, cf. ІІ? 175.6 (361/0, cf. SEG 21.244). Attempts to relate or equate the two 
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words began in antiquity, cf. Strabo 5.220; references cited RE s.v. Pelasgoi, col.256; 
and have failed to yield any generally accepted result. For the extensive recent litera- 
ture, cf. F. Lochner- Hüttenbach, Die Pelasger (= Arbeiten aus dem Institut für ver- 
gleichende Sprachwissenschaft [Vienna, 1960]) p. 116, note 74. The codd. of Thucy- 
dides 2.17 vary between ПеЛаоүнхбу (in one codex only, the earliest) and IIeAaovyixóv 
(cf. p.134 of Volume 1 of О. Luschnat’s 1960 Teubner ed.). 


46.0122 Кіаюєюс, Kudagets 


If the plausible restorations of ATL 2, no.4, со1.5.28 (= I? 194.51, corrected) 
(451/0), which reads Kw[A]Aao&[g], and of ATL 2, no. А9, со1.2.96 (= 12 63.106, 
corrected) (425/4), with KuJAA[agéc, are correct, then the KiJAaoeig of the tribute 
lists аге the same as the Кідбаюєїс of a fourth-century Greek and Carian bilingual 
inscription; the Greek text is published by L. Robert, RA (6* série) 6 (1935) p. 163. The 
interchange of AA and А is characteristic of Hellenized Carian names, e.g. У сот Лос 
and YoowAdoc; IIeAAqxoc, ПеХбтүхос, сі. L. Robert, Etudes (1938) рр.242-244. 


46.0123 Mahðáxn, uaXaxóc 


The adjective was naAaxósc in Attic, cf. 112 1514.58 (post 344/3), II? 1522.27 (post 
336/5), II? 1524.166 (post 334/3), cf. 12 1518.57 (stoich.) (post 341/0), II? 1682.7 
(285/4) all inventories; II? 244.77 (337/6) decree. -A9- occurs in the proper names 
Молдохт, MaX9óxoc. 

MaX0óxn, e.g. II? 1514.13 (post 344/3), 12 1515.7 (post 345/4), 12 1517.19 (353/2—341/0), 
II? 1529.11 (post 350), 112 1534 A.56, 58, 72, 85 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118), 112 1539.13 (215/4) 
all inventories; II? 12025 (400—350), II? 11766 (ante 350), II? 11029 (365-340), 11211585 
(са. 350), II? 12023a (in text) (ca. 350), II? 12024 (post 350), II? 12026 (fin. s. ГУ а.), Il? 12023 
(s. Па.) sep. monuments; etc. 

МоХдджос: II? 1534 B.199, 202, 211 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.188) inv. 


46.0124 Філіас, Фімтіас 


The normal spelling of this signature on vases is Фиутбас, occurring eight times оп 
seven vases: ARV? p.23, no.2 (= HRF2, p.356, no.3); ARV? p.23, no.3; ARV? 
p. 1620, no. 12 bis; ARV? p.24, no. 14 (= HRF 2, p.355, no.2); ARV? p.25, Phintias, 
Potter no.1(a) (= HRF2, p.354, no.1); ARV? p.25, Phintias, Potter по.1 (В) 
(= HRF 2, p.358, no.4); Paralipomena p.477. There аге two occurrences of Фідліає: 
ARV? p.24, no.12 (= HRF 2, p.362, no.6); ARV? p.25, Phintias, Potter no. 1 (y). 
The Фліос of ARV? p.24, no.9 (= НКЕ2, p.360, no.5) is probably for Фіут(ос and 
belongs with the examples of omitted nasals before a stop (cf. 41.011, p.485 supra); 
otherwise like Мктиббо іп 40.022, p.481 supra. The use of vt for At was current in 
several parts of Greece, cf. Buck, GD? pp.64—65, no.72, and the man responsible 
for Фіутќос was probably non-Athenian. 

A unique Athenian example of vt for At is Мімтійдо on one of the ostraca of Kimon, 
Kerameikos 3, p. 59, no. 50 (= Imagines? plate 12, no. 29). 
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46.0125 Мілфошюос, Мік ріос 


One of the tribute lists has МіАлтбоюо, cf. 12 210.31 (= ATL 2, по.20) (435/4); but 
two others have МИ: Mu xó[oiov] I? 211.9 (= ATL 2, по.21) (434/3); Mtdxderor 
12 212.80 (= ATL 2, no.22, col. 2.85) (433/2). The only other attestation of the name 
of this Thracian town in the Chalcidice also has -Ax-; Midxwgoc was recorded as the 
name of the town by Theopompos, cf. ATL 1, p.520. If the Attic example is not just 
a copying error, the variant in -At- could be due to hesitation in handling a foreign 
cluster or an attempt to Hellenize the word by associating it with Атос. 


46.02 ot for od 


Attic inscriptions have ot for oð only extremely rarely. -otw occurs twice for -ofw 
іп imperatives in the regulations of the lobacchi, II? 1368.28, 84 (са. 162/3 p.) (L.), 
but this may be a clerical confusion (cf. £Eéoto in ib. 32, etc.) or due to extension of 
-otw from forms like Zotw, etc. to the middle; the correct -одо, -оӘосам in ib. 39— 
40, 48, 104-105, 106, etc. This -otw occurs іп xa6agvo(C)éoto on both copies of the 
regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia, cf. II? 1366.3, 
II? 1365.10 (L.) (both s. Ip.), but the only instance of -otat for -обо іп an Attic 
inscription occurs in II? 1365.19, with хадарѓобеотои (inf.), a text with other non- 
Attic spellings (e.g. ov for v, cf. 14.02, p.267 supra; of for С, cf. 44.02, no.29, p.549 
supra). Possibly ot for 00 was characteristic of Greek in Lycia, cf. ovevagóv cited by 
B. Hauser, Grammatik der griechischen Inschriften Lykiens (1916) p. 58. Otherwise 
-от- for -00- occurs only іп the name °Adoxtotévov (Lapis: AAKIZTENOY), patro- 
nymic on a third-century B. C. ded. (priv.) of an Athenian citizen, II? 4449.2 (L.); and in 
the comparable ’Emtotevov (= "ЕліотеуоУ2), patronymic on а sep. mon. of unknown 
date seen only by Fourmont, 127826. Cf. himootéves ABV p.100, Tyrrhenian 
group no.70 (= Smith, Catalogue 2, p.63, no. B48); УтеуеХос on a vase of Oltos, 
ARV? p.62, по.83 (= CVA, France 17, plates 5, 6) alongside "ЕоӨус for Evevobets, 
with sigma omitted but theta present (cf. 46.04, p.570 infra); KAeavevoc оп ап 
ostracon of ca. 482, Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.193—194, may be no more than an 
unsuccessful attempt to write KaAMyoevoc, cf. Hesperia 19 (1950) p.378, note 8 and 
p.389, no.31. 

The use of от for 09 is found in Locrian normally in the earliest texts and in early Phocian and 
Elean texts; it is also attested sometimes in early Boeotian and Doric texts (cf. Buck, GD? p.72). 
It probably indicates deaspiration of 9 after 0 (so Sturtevant, p.79, no. 90h), although some have 
seen here evidence for spirantization of 9, whether in other positions (hence ot = [st’] here) ог 
in this cluster only (cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, p. 205 and note 4). 

The only cases of од for от are two examples of џасдбу on a priv. ded., II? 4511.26, 29 
(ante 114—116 p.) (L.) (cf. 38.023, p. 469 supra). 

Lit.: MS? p. 80, note 684. 
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46.03 Clusters with a nasal element 


46.031 ху->үу 


In хуафедс and in the anthroponyms Kvíqov, Куироуідтс, etc. үу begins to 
appear for xv from ca. 400 B.C. on, although a gravestone almost certainly later than 
350 has Kv- (no. 9 infra). 


For the usual explanation of simple progression from voiceless to voiced stop, [kn] to [gn], cf. 
Schwyzer, GG 1, p.414.4e; a late example of xv would be orthographical conservatism. But the 
fourth-century orthographies may indicate that х was a lenis (or lax) stop before the nasal v, 
although its normal pronunciation was a fortis (or tense) stop (for lenis and fortis stops, cf. 
Heffner, Phonetics p.120), i.e. xv was pronounced [kn]. This same pronunciation might be 
indicated by the spelling Xvupwvidys on one of the third-century tablets identifying horses of 
the hippeis, cf. AM 85 (1970) p.235, no. 573 (cf. perhaps хо, qo in Attic script, cf. 1.011, p.20 
supra), although the example is ambiguous, as the initial X might be due to aspirate assimilation, 
but that is rare in this period (cf. 38.0211a, p. 460 supra). The same man is called I'vupoví8nc 
in another of these tablets (no. 18 infra). In later times үу is universal, and a further development 
from [kn] to [gn] may be assumed. Ptolemaic papyri have always үуафефс, etc., cf. Mayser- 
Schmoll р. 155, but those of Roman times have both үуафедс, үуйхос and хуафейс, хүўхос̧, 
cf. Gignac pp. 77-78. 

An unparalleled (for Attica) use of xv for yv occurs in dxoyuxvogévo«v, cf. II? 1275.6 (s. Ш/ 
Ha. cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no.126; SEG 21.534) decree (thiasotai) but the 
standard of copying in this text is so low that its value as evidence for phonetic developments is 
doubtful. Elsewhere in the same inscription occur I for Y, Ө for O, E for B, which are almost 
certainly copying errors of the stone-cutter. The use of xv for үу in уїху- is probably also а 
copying mistake, although it could conceivably indicate a pronunciation of үу as [kn]; but the 
spelling yivopat is already occurring by this time, although in this text yuyv- occurs elsewhere 
(cf. 46.033 b, no. 56, p. 564 infra). 

The Attic spelling is Avyyovguov (= ‘amber’), cf. 112 1534 А.100 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) 


inv. 


Lit.: MS? pp. 74-75, note 647; p.76, note 653. 


Examples: 


xvagets: 
1) P 436 (post 550, cf. LSAG p. 68 and note 1) bronze ded.; 
2) 12642 (ca. 500) ded. 


yagets: 
3) II? 10.B, col.2.4 and on new fr., BSA 47 (1952) p.108, line 21 (401/400) decree (cf. no. 11 
infra). 
4) Possibly also in a financial record of the reign of Trajan (cf. S. Follet, Mélanges Chantraine 
[1972] p. 47; Hesperia 41 [1972] p. 476), 12 2776.206-207: y[va]péwv. 


умафеїому: 
5) II? 1638.28 (359/8) inv. (L.); 
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Курошу: 
6) 12943.66 (440/39) cas. list; 
7) Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 171, no. 20, line 11 (fin. s. V a.) cas. list: Кублоу; 
8) Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 287, по. 78, line 67 (403/2) ded.: Kv[ipwv; 
9) AM 67 (1942) p. 126, no. 274 (350—300) sep. mon. 


Less certain: 
10) ухирюу = Куйфюу in Hesperia 14 (1945) р. 149, no. 20 (init. s. IV а.) sep. mon. 


СЕ also: 


11) Күйр үғор(үбс̧) BSA 47 (1952) p.108, lineB78 (= 1210 + new frr.) (401/400) decree 
(cf. no. 3 supra). 


Ivíqov, Pvipoviónc: 
12) IP 1411.7 (376/5) inv.; 
13) IP 1410.23 (377/6) inv.: T'[v]|[éqparvos; 
14) Hesperia 36 (1967) p. 226, no. 35 (ca. 350) pryt. cat.; 
15) IP 1927.172 (post 350) cat.: ENIPQNIAOY (Chandler); 
16) 12 2495.10 (334/3 aut paulo post) loc.; 16а) ІІ? 1750.45 (334/3) pryt. cat. (L.); 
17) IG IIL3, по. 42.15 (s. Ша.?) defixio; 
18) АМ 85 (1970) p. 209, no. 89 (s. Ша.) pinakion identifying horses of the hippeis; 
19) Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 215, no. 44, line 4 (ca. 180) ded. 


46.032 ПФтуо 


Three state decrees agree on -tv- in Pydna: cf. IP 329.13 (336/5): Пфтуцц and 
II? 339.b 3 (333/2): Питуаїос (the bottom part of an upright stroke of the third letter 
is preserved, ruling out delta); II? 763.6 (init. s. Ша.) decree: M]utvaiw[v. The word 
is not otherwise attested in Attic texts. Contemporary coins have IIvóv-, cf. HN? 
p.218. IIvóv- occurs also in a local text on stone (although it is dated to about the 
middle of the third century A.D.), which has Еу Побут in line 4, cf. ВСН 99 (1975) 
pp.166—167 (= Mélanges helléniques offerts à Georges Daux [Paris, 1974] pp.51— 
55). The Attic -tv- may be due to hesitation about a stop before ny, cf. Kvíqov/ 
Гуѓфоу / Хукрамідтс. Афтуаїос occurs for Avévaiog (name of a Macedonian 
month) іп a Ptolemaic papyrus, cf. Mayser-Schmoll p.156. The Подуа mentioned 
RE suppl. 10, p.835 is a misprint. Possibly comparable(?) is the -ту- normal in 
Cretan Чералутуа. 


46.033 Treatment of yv 


a) A single example of ‘Ayyvovo.og on а sep. mon. of the Hellenistic Period, IP? 
5260 (post 300) (L.), is probably evidence that yy was sounded [gn], a conclusion 
supported by other factors as well (cf. Schwyzer, Lit. to b) infra). That the -үүу- here 
belongs with spellings like Ёүү бохтбАоу, Ехх тоб, etc. (cf. 43.021, nos.91—102, 
p.531 supra) and indicates no more than uncertainty as to the syllabic division is less 
likely because those spellings almost always involve ends of words (£x, ЕЕ), while this 
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-үү- is in the interior of a word which could not have been broken up into etymological 
components. 
Lit.: MS? p.76, note 652; cf. b) infra. 


b) Although yivopat, укуфохо» are well attested in Ionic and elsewhere at a much 
earlier date, Attic inscriptions have only усуу- until 306/5 В.С.; after that year убумо- 
par wanes rapidly, the last examples appearing about 250B.C., and yivopat is 
universal in the later Hellenistic Period. The spelling with -yv- begins to reappear 
about 150 A.D. and both spellings are found in the later Roman Period. Both ytyv- 
and yew- occur іп a single text of the third century A.D., cf. nos.77, 81 infra; the 
assumption of a similar occurrence of ‘yuyv- and yuv- on one text of 264/3 rests оп an 
improbable restoration, cf. nos.2, 61 infra. The return to -yv- in Roman times is 
probably a learned revival and not indicative of any change in pronunciation. 

` Although not actually attested in the Hellenistic Period, үүуфохо and its deriva- 
tives appear to behave іп the same manner as y(yvopat, cf. nos.65—66, 71, 75, and 
82 infra. Earlier attestations: xav[ayiyvo[oxóvvov I? 127.19 (post 433) decree (L.); 
[a]vta[vjayvyvwoxopéve 112120.26—27 (353/2, cf. Hesperia7 [1938] p.286) 
decree; xavayvyvaoxóvtov 12 1629.240—241 (325/4) inv. 

үќуорох and ylv@oxw are the result of assimilation of [yn] to [nn] and then simpli- 
fication of [nn] to [n] with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel (yetv- 
is frequent from s. Па. on, cf. nos. 18, 24, 47, etc.). 

Examples of yiyvopat аге so frequent in the period before 306/5 as to make it unnecessary to 
give an exhaustive list, e.g.: decrees: 12 16.9 (469—450, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.66, по.31); 12 18.8 
(457-445, cf. SEG 21.7); 1239.44 (446/5); 1284.34 (421/0); I? 101.6 (412/1); 12 108.48 
(410/9); IP 12.24 (411, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.247, no.80); П243.71—72 (378/7); II? 103.40 
(369/8); II 244.16 (337/6); II? 411.24 (post 336/5); 12 345.12 (332/1); etc.; decree (deme): 
1? 1184.18 (= Sokolowski, Supplément, р. 208, no. 124; SEG 21.518) (post 334/3); inventories: 
12 302.55 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 229, no. 77); II? 1611.25, 30, 35, 40, 46, 63, 276, 280 
(357/6); 112 1612.50, 55, 75, 78, 84 (356/5); II? 1637.7 (са. 350); AE 1971 pp.83ff. (= II? 
1673 + new frr.) lines 6, 10, 33, 49, 50, 51, 59(bis), 60, 61, 94 (333/2? сі. AE 1971 p.112); 
1I? 1496.205 (334/3-331/0); II? 1672.254 (329/8); II? 1629.557 (325/4); H? 1631.368, 391 
(323/2); etc; locationes: I? 2492.25 (346/5, cf. SEG 24.202); 12 2496.26 (post 350); ІР 
7227.14-15 (са. 350) sep. mon. Especially noteworthy are some of the inventories, some as late 
as the 320s, in which the word occurs several times, but always with the -yv- orthography. 

Lit.: MS? рр.177-178, notes 1478-1479; Lademann рр.55-56; Lejeune, Phonétique p.78 
(= Traité? p.68); Schwyzer, GG 1, pp.214—215; Mayser- Schmoll p. 156. 


Examples: 


Hellenistic Period: 
үбуораи, etc.: 
1) убупто, 112 2499.38 (306/5, archonship of the year after Koroibos) loc. (stone now il- 
legible); 
2) завь Deltion 22 (1967) pp.38ff., line 13 (= SEG 24.154) (264/3 aut paulo post) decree 
(deme), 4wwoy£vo ib. 19, perhaps also ү| Сү утган іп ib. 15 (cf. no.61 infra), although the 
spacing favors ү[ утсан there, cf. plate 39 in Deltion 22; 
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3) ywopéve II? 1283.23 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracians); yivwvta ib. 24; 
4) y(vecOa[ II? 793.17 (post 255) decree (L.); 
5) yívnta II? 1225.10 (ca. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs), убуєсвам ib. 14; 
6) yivwlvra II? 1286.9 (ca. 244/3) decree (troops); 
7) ywopev[oc II? 780.34 (252/1, cf. SEG 21.382) decree; 
8) *wóye[v]ov II? 1297.12 (237/6) decree (thiasotai); 
9) үйутүтоһ II? 1299.30 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), nagayıvópevor ib. 43; 
10) vwopu£vag II? 788.11 (235/4) decree; 
11) xagaytvopévev II? 838.23 (226/5) decree; 
12) үйуоутол AE 1953/54, Part 1, p.130, no.3, line 12 (= SEG 15.112) (ca. 225) decree 
(demesmen of Rhamnus); 
13) үшуонеут 112 1304.24 (post 211/0) decree (troops); 
14) y(vovxac Praktika 1958, p.35, line 16 (= SEG 22.128) (са. 240—235) decree (troops at 
Rhamnus); 
15) үбутсох АМ 67 (1942) p.11, no.9, line 2 (250—200) decree (of troops at Rhamnus?); 
16) үшуонеут II? 1322.20 (fin. з. Ша./іпіє. s. Па.) decree (amphieraistai); 
17) yivov IG IIL3, no. 90.a5, b 3 (5. Ша.?) defixio, yívno8at ib. a6; 
18) үгіубдеуоу 02 786.7 (s. ШЛ1а.‚ cf. Pecirka, Enktesis p.106; SEG 24.133) decree (L.); 
19) napayıvopévors II? 844.58 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p. 239) decree; 
20) ywopévas Hesperia 5 (1936) p. 419, по. 15, line 19 (196/5) decree; 
21) үшубие|Уос Kerameikos 3, p. 2, по. 2, line 6 (non ante ca. 200 — 190) decree; 
22) ywopévav АМ 76 (1961) рр.127Н., no.1, line 24 (= SEG 21.435) (187/6) decree, 
yívævta ib. 32; 
23) укуєсва II? 1326.7 (176/5) decree (dionysiastai); 
24) yetveoBar II? 1328.5 (183/2) decree (orgeones); yevopévais ib. 40 (175/4); 
25) xagayvvopu£vors Il? 909.5 (са. 170) decree; 
26) nayayivoutvous Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 47, no. 7, line 10 (173/2— 168/7) decree; 
27) *wopév[ng II? 1027.20 (са. 160? cf. SEG 21.457) decree (L.); 
28) yívwvra II? 1330.50, 56 (post 163) decree (synodos of technitai); 
29) yuvopevov IP 1220.6 (200—150) decree (2); 
30) yivopévac Hesperia 28 (1950) р. 188, no. 10, line 24 (= II? 974.24 revised) (137/6) decree; 
31) убмтума IP 1227.32 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); 
32) ёлцүлуорёуо(їс H? 1331.64 (ca. 130) decree (technitai) (L.); 
33) yvwoyévov I? 1132.88 (130/29) amphiktyonic decree (this section of the text in Attic); 
34) yíveoða II? 1006.53, 54 (122/1) decree, үбуоутои ib. 90, nagay Мімоцеуокс ib. 21. In 
line 21 it is uncertain whether a letter, perhaps E, was intentionally erased or the stone was 
already damaged at this point and the space was left blank, cf. 9.022, no.29, p.197 
supra (L.); 
35) лараубуєсва II? 2788.33 (fin. s. Па.) public praise of the Athenians (ded.); 
36) *woy£vov 12 1013.34 (fin. s. Па.) decree; 
37) nayaywolpévors II? 1056/7.8 (init. s. La.?) decree (L.); 
38) үйуөіуталһ Hesperia 29 (1960) р. 19, no. 25 (s. Па.) decree; 
39) ytvopevor II? 1028.32 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree, yvvoyéviy ib. 81; 
40) үкуорЕуауу Hesperia 36 (1967) р. 88, no. 19B, lines 45 —46 (са. 100) cat; 
41) ytvdpevor II? 1029.19 (94/3) decree; 
42) укморбупу 02 1030.10 (post 94/3) decree, yuvopeva ib. 16; 
43) үбуеод [av II? 1035.20 (10/9—3/2, cf. p. 124 supra, no. 59) decree; 
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44) napayıvópevor II? 1339.10 (57/6) decree (heroistai); 
45) үйуоуута II? 1046.32 (52/1) decree (L.); 

46) yíiveoð[a IP 1341.8 (са. 50) decree; 

47) yeívinta II? 1062.10 (са. 50) decree (L.); 

48) vYewopyé[vaug II? 1042.b 20 (ca. 41/0) decree; 

49) ylwop[é]vauc II? 1043.20 (38/7) decree (L.); 

50) yivewrtou II? 1343.41 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai). 


Yéyvopau, etc. in the Hellenistic Period: 


51) y[i}yvnton IP 2498.7 —8 (321/0) loc.; 

52) ylíilylvnta П2 463.93 (307/6) decree; 

53) усуубиємом ЇР 2679.8 (post 303/2) horos (mortgage); 

54) yryvopévny II? 566.13 (fin. s. IV a.) decree; 

55) убуміаммтам I? 713.10 (init. s. Ша.) decree; 

56) йблоубумучЧа H? 1275.4 (s. Ш/Па., cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no.126; SEG 
21.534) decree (thiasotai), блоүухуорЕуоа» ib. 6, cf. 46.031, p. 560 supra; 

57) лаооуүгүуошеуоГ II? 672.23 (279/8) decree; 

58) yiyveovtat II? 1165.8 (300—250) decree (tribe); 

59) yvyvouev[ IP 1288.10 (ca. 250) decree (troops); 

60) угсумої II? 700.13 (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) decree. 


Doubtful: 


61) y(cy]vqvav. Deltion 22 (1967) pp.38ff., line 15 (= SEG 24.154) (264/3 aut paulo post) 
decree (deme). But this restoration is very uncertain: the spacing certainly favors y[(]vmvau, 
and this text has yw- twice elsewhere, cf. no. 2 supra. 


Roman Period: 


yivopat, үсуфохо), YEL- etc.: 

62) yetvwv(ta Hesperia 33 (1964) p. 198, по. 50, line 24 (fin. s. Та.) decree; 

63) yíveoða II? 1098.9 (init. aet. Rom.) letter; 

64) vewwoyévnv II? 1346.5 (init. s. Гр.) decree (hierateuousai); 

65) үгуфоҡжете II? 1096.9 (aet. Augusti) letter (of an Attic genos) (lost); 

66) &үүјєуфохоџре[у Hesperia 10 (1941) pp. 72 ff., no. 32, line 32 (85/6—94/5 p.) ded.; 

67) yeiveoða Hesperia 29 (1960) p. 47, no. 56, line 6 (s. ІЛІр.) decree; 

68) yetvytac IP 1072.12 (116/7 p.) decree; 

69) үєѓуєсдол I? 1103.7 (са. 124/5 p.) imp. letter, yervouévous ib. 11; 

70) yetvouto II? 1099.27 (121 p.) imp. letter; 

71) yivópevo I? 1105 B.b2 (aet. Hadriani) imp. letter, yewooxw ib. 44; 

72) yewopévev П21368.121-122 (ca. 162/3 p.) lobacchi regulations, yewéoðw ib. 160 (L.); 

73) ларауємоці Hesperia 30 (1961) p.236, no.32, line 7 (fin. s. Пр.) imp. letter; 

74) бууєїуєсва IT? 1086.21 (init. s. Шр.) decree (L.); 

75) Елоуагүгу«4»(охео|Өал Hesperia 10 (1941) p.85, no.37, lines 14-15 (= ІІ? 1081/5 + I? 
1116 + new fr.) (203 p.) decree; 

76) үе(уовуто IP? 1078.33 (ca. 220 p.) decree; 

77) vewoyévo[v Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.125, no.31, line 48 (= IP 1064.5) (ca. 230p.) 
decree. For confirmation of this reading and énvyvyvoyévotg elsewhere оп a new fr. of this 
text, cf. no. 81 infra (L.). 
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yiyvopat, укууфомо: 

78) vvyvéatho II? 13209.12 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon.; үйүуете ibidem; 

79) |убуметом Il? 13210.24 (ca. 150 p.) sep. mon.; 

80) yıyvopévov Hesperia 21 (1952) pp.381ff., line 37 (= 1I? 1092.B 18) (ca. 165p.) decree. 
The yletwvw[ox- of II? 1092.4 6 is not likely to be correct: cf. J.H. Oliver's text of this 
fragment, Hesperia 21, pp. 383—384. 

81) éxtyvyvouévow; Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 125, no.31, line 14 (ca. 230p.) decree, yewo- 
uévo[v ib. 48 (= IP 1064.5). This reading was confirmed by a squeeze of the now illegible 
stone, cf. J.H. Oliver in Hesperia 20 (1951) pp.352—353 and plate 101A. Cf. no.77 
supra. 

82) vwvóoxee II? 1121.27 (305/6 p.) imp. edict, yíyvorto ib. 43, 45 (L.). 


с) As the spelling 'Agi&yve occurs on Attic vases and elsewhere, it is likely that a 
similar assimilation of үу to v(v) may be seen in the "Agi&v(v)e found on a few 
vases, cf. 46.034a infra. 


d) If Svoynt[ really is for an intended Aroyvýtľov in the decree fragment, Hesperia 23 
(1954) p.242, no.15, line 8 (264/3), the omission of the ny was probably a clerical 
mistake (cf. 41.012, p. 488 supra). 


е) The Roman name Гусїос sometimes appears as Маїос, cf. 1I? 4137 (fin. s. Ia.) 
ded.; II? 4159 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; II? 12223 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. Гуаїос is normal at all 
periods, cf. e.g. II? 1009, col.4.107 (116/5) decree; II? 4101 (ante 89) ded.; П? 
1961.53 (post 37/6, cf. SEG 22.113) eph. cat.; II? 4162.2 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; II? 4181.2 
(ca. 50р.) ded.; 112 4199 (s. Ір.?) ded.: ГМ(аїоу); 112 2068.9 (155/6p.) eph. cat.: 
TN(atos) (L.); 12 2199.10 (са. 200 р.) eph. cat.: Гуаї (ос), etc. 


46.034 ӛу->үу 


The development of -ду- to -уу- (i.e. = | |) may probably be seen іп: 


a) ”Аршүүл on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.630, Chicago painter no.24 (= HRF 1, p.195, 
по. 14); an alleged second example, originally published in Archäologische Zeitung 
(АА) 24 (1866) р. 184, cf. Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 198, is read 'Agvóáóva(w) by 
A. De Ridder, Catalogue des Vases Peints de la Bibliothéque Nationale 2 (Paris, 1902) 
p.488. Cf. a very doubtful example on an Attic(?) stone text, mentioned by Wilhelm 
(cf. Lit. infra) p.136 (no date given). The -yv- spelling is also attested elsewhere, e. g. 
AM 17 (1892) p.198, no.2, line 15, from Maeonia, where it is a woman’s name in a 
text of the Roman Period. 


Other spellings of this name among the dipinti: 

"Арійбут: ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152): ’Ag)iad[ve (retrograde); ABV p.163, 
Glaukytes no.2 (= FR plate 153.1; HBF p.60, по.3): “Аоийбуе (retrograde); ARV? p.622, 
Villa Giulia painter no. 48 (= CVA, Italy 17, plate 3.1-3): 'Agtóóve; the PLANE on another 
vase of this same painter, ARV? p.621, no.45 (— CVA, Germany 20, plate 212), might be 
"Арибобут or *Agvavn; ARV? р. 1269, Kodros painter no.3 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, р. 108, 
no. E82): "'Agtáóve; ARV? p.1055, Group of Polygnotos: Undetermined no.76 (= CVA, 
France 3, plate 18.1—2): Ао14буе. 
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*Aouivvy (with [dn] assimilated, probably via [gn], to [nn]: ABV p.104, Tyrrhenian group 
no. 126 (= J. Brants, Classical Pottery in tbe Department of Greek and Roman Antiquities of the 
Museum of Leyden [1930] plate 20); ARV? p.259, Syriskos painter no.1 (= HRF1, p.277, 
по. 44). Both vases have "Aguéwve. 

Cf. ФРТААКЕ on a bf. vase of Group E, сі. Furtwängler, Beschreibung p.235, no. 1698 (cf. the 
note “(ег drittletzte Buchstabe war offenbar nie ein Delta"); the vase is ABV p.136, Group E 
no.54 (= HBF p.108, no. 11, where the description of the text as “senseless” is misleading, as 
there is no doubt that the female figure adjacent is Ariadne). 

“Авийут (with [nn] simplified to [n] or geminate written simplex as in 43.011, pp.511—513 
supra): ARV? p.252, Syleus painter no. 52 (= HRF 2, p.437, no. 3) (if this reading is correct). 


The earlier form of the name cannot be concluded with certainty on the basis of the Attic 
examples, as the earliest example already has "Аоібууе. This could be from either original 
зуу- or -бу- (probably via -yv-). But 'Agtáóvn is more frequent than *Aguayvy and appears 
earlier. The preference of the epic for the -бу- spelling, and the tendency for óv— yv seen else- 
where in Greek (e.g. Hellenistic үубфос for earlier бубфос) support the priority of -бу- (so 
Schulze, Lit. infra; contra, Schwyzer, Lit. infra, p.208). However, the citation of аёубс by 
Hesychius as Cretan for бүудс may stem from inventions of grammarians attempting to provide 
an etymology for "Арійбуп, so Chantraine, DEG 1, p.20, following K. Latte, Philologus 80 
(1924-1925) p. 174; абубс̧ is explained by Schwyzer авга “false restoration”, cf. Frisk, GEW 1, 
p.21: "hyperkorrekte Aussprache, durch den bisweilen vorkommenden Übergang ӧу> үу 
('Agt&yvn) verursacht". M. P. Nilsson seems inclined to accept the Cretan form as genuine, cf. 
Geschichte gr. Religion 13, p. 314, note 3. 


b) "Афіумаїос for "Афібуаїос is attested on three sep. monuments and a ded. of the 
period ca. 350—300 (nos. 1—4 infra), and hesitation between the two can be seen in a 
decree of 328/7 with "Aqvyvatoc, Афібмаїос, апа” Аф5  уойос (no. 5): 

1) "Agty(vatov) II? 5728 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 

2) 'Aqvyvatoc II? 6218.6 (post 350) sep. mon., 'Aqwvaíov ib. 11; 

3) 'Aqwvaioc II? 5752 (340—317) sep. mon.; 

4) 'Афіуумаїос II? 3852.5 (ca. 300) ded.; 

5) "Афіумаїом Agora 15, p. 59, no.49, line 48 (= АЕ 1917, p.40, no.92) decree; 'Aqaóvaio(c) 
ib. 24; АфібімІаїос ib. 42; Аф Май ос) ib. 5. 

Lit.: Schwyzer, GG 1, рр.208, 215, 434; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften pp. 171, 198; Schulze, 
GGA 1896, pp.236ff. (= KS? pp. 699—700); Wilhelm, Beiträge рр. 63-66, 136. 


46.035 ух, vd 


The Attic tribute documents have both KvJAávàtoi and Код бутцо: as the ethnic of 
the Carian town KvAAavia. 
КэМмбудцон I? 191.20 (= ATL 2, no. 1) (454/3). 
KvXAávuov 12 194.40 (= ATL 2, no.4, col. 1.32) (451/0). 
KvAóvuov: I? 198.21 (= ATL 2, no.8) (447/6). 
Ambiguous: Ко, 12 193.9 (= ATL 2, no. 3) (452/1). 
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A text of much later date from Karpathos. has the expected -vó- cf. IG XII. 1, 
no. 1036 (са. 196). The -vt- in the tribute lists is perhaps due to the influence of 
-avtvot elsewhere, as іп BuCaviio1, Alyávtior. 

The same tribute texts always have -Уд- in the Carian ethnics “Арууаубедс, Kag- 
Ваочаудедс, Kaovaviets, Атлүршаудедос, Anypuvaviets, Пасаубейс, Kuivdvevc 
(Kuvévetc); КХобубиос, Мбубіос; Чаїубіос (Pisidia); Kedévdegug (Cilicia); and in 
the Rhodian Aivétos, Bovuvóógtoc. For the latter, cf. Bovywóágiog (with sub- 
sequent change of x to y, cf. 35.02b, p.438 supra) in two Rhodian texts: IG XII.1, 
no. 730 (106—78); по. 166 (precise date unknown, but certainly later than 300 B. С.). 
The tribute documents have -vó- elsewhere in "Аалбубіос (Pamphylia); in the name 
of the river (in Mysia, Bithynia) "Роубає, cf. 12 63.132, 1264.82; and іп Меудаїої, 
Тиубаїог, the ethnics of towns in the Chalcidice. 

But -ут- is universal in these texts in Геутіуші (= Геутіуос in the Troad); Alyávtior 
(a town Aiya(() on Pallene in the Chalcidice, cf. ATL 1, p.464); BuGávuoc; and Bor- 
хобутос (= Во!хо®с on the island of Karpathos; -vt- is regular in local texts also, 
e.g. IG XII. 1, nos. 995 ff.). | 

The tribute texts may preserve іп Ліубіос, Вомцуббошс vs. ВоіхоФутос ап 18081055 -vt-/ 
-мб- between Rhodes and Karpathos. 

For the prevalence of -уб- [nd] in Asia Minor, especially in Caria and adjacent areas, cf. 
А. Debrunner- А. Scherer, Geschichte 2 (1969) р.79; Schwyzer, GG 1, рр.60-6 1, 123. 

Later Attic examples of -уд- are the following: '"Aozévóvoc Il? 1956.65 (fin. s. IVa.) cat. (cf. 
I? 8391, 12 8393); "АХаваубеос II? 2314.15, 23 (182/1 et 178/7) сағ; "Ogoavdeds II? 1011, 
col. 5.112 (106/5) decree; Меубойос, е. g. II? 9335 ff.; Восбутис (never with -уб-), e.g. II? 43.83 
(378/7) decree; Il? 8434ff. Note also Кєутс ос, patronymic on a sep. mon. of a man from 
Herakleia, cf. II? 8801.2 (s. Ша.) (L.); a Кеубефойос is known from literary sources. 

Although -vt- = [nd] in MG no examples of -уё- or -Ó- for -vt- in Greek words occur іп 
Attic inscriptions. 


46.036 Treatment of ди (1 — од) 


The normal Attic development of -ди- (when not initial) to -op- (cf. topev, дорл, 
etc.) may also be seen in frequent spellings with -ou- among the dipinti and the regular 
use of -сџ- on stone texts in the name Фрбороу, Thus *Aopetos occurs on the 
Francois vase, ABV p.76, Kleitias no. 1 (= HBF p.152) and on two rf. vases of the 
late fifth century, ARV? p. 1319, Aristophanes nos.2, 3 (-- HRF 1, p.53, no.2; p.54, 
no.5); these inscriptions were republished by Immerwahr, Sprunt Studies p.25, 
no.8 (= SEG 22.84g). Cf. ” Асордетос on another rf. vase, ARV? p.632, Methyse 
painter no. 1 (for -oop-, cf. 43.021, no. 90, p. 530 supra). -op- is also attested in 
a text on stone, cf. "Адиїто (Athenian citizen), REG 73 (1960) p. 88, line 42 (= SEG 
23.87) (ca. 390—375) pryt. cat. 

The same -сџ- сап be seen іп Káooyogc on an Attic bf. lekythos by the Diosophos 
painter, ABL p.239, no.135 (with note) and pp.96—97 (inscriptions genuine) (— 
Paralipomena p.248); this vase is illustrated Gymnasium 64 (1957) plate 2; and 
Kaocoy[(]a on а fr. of an Attic rf. lekythos of 450—400 B.C., CVA, Germany 22, 
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plate 148.4 (— AA 1891, p.119, no.17) (mentioned Haspels, ABL p.144, note 2). 
Occasional retention of -óp- in these names on vases is due to the influence of epic, 
cf. Кадрос on a rf. vase of the later fifth century, ARV? p.1187, no.33 (= Furt- 
wangler, Beschreibung no.2634), although dipinti on the vase are Doric. The Каді- 
џеѓау of the decree, 112 37.12 (post 383), is presumably the common Greek (originally 
Theban) form unaffected by the Attic tendency towards [sm]. 

А name IIoAvqoóo(o)pov occurs twice on a vase of Douris, ARV? p.438, по.132 
(= HRF 1, p.284, no.81), spelled По\офойсоџоу (cf. 43.021, no.90, p.530 supra). 
In this name stone inscriptions also normally have -op-, e.g.: Фойсџоу іп a decree, 
II? 32.19 (385/4) (L.); an inventory, ІІ? 1534B.248, 308 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) 
(L.); on a sep. mon., II? 5849/50 (s. Ша.); cf. ПоЙлфодошо іп а cat., II? 2325.3 
(са. 250); Өғофойсџоу on a sep. mon., 112 7781-2 (s. III/IIa.); and фоаороооуоц 
on a ded., P? 503 (init. s. Va.?, cf. DAA p.272, no.236), alongside a poetical Dorism, 
the dative in -at (cf. 6.041, р. 131 supra). A unique example of -6y- in the name 
Фоббиюу occurs in a catalog dated slightly later than 350 B.C., II? 1927.126, where 
Фобброуос is the father of an Athenian citizen. This text is known only from a copy 
of Chandler, who may have regularized the spelling here. If -бу- is correct, it is either 
another example of retention of original -ди- or some type of learned spelling. 


The tendency was to retain -би- in certain cases in the literary language, cf. Schwyzer, GG 1, 
р. 208 with literature, especially Zusatz 1. 


Attic vases have the spellings “Ayapéopwv, Месишу: cf. "Ay[a]uéouo[v ARV? 
p.458, Makron no.2 (= НКЕ2, p.80, по.25: AJA 38 [1934] plate 14); 'Ayauéouov 
ARV? p.460, Makron no.13 (= НКЕ2, p.82, no.26); Méoyov (identifying the hero 
Memnon; for the kalos-name Мецуом, cf. p.532 supra) ABV p.288, Würzburg 
no. 199 group no.8 (= C. Albizzati, Vasi antichi dipinti del Vaticano [Rome, 1925— 
1939] plate 55, no. 389; the dipinto is wrongly transcribed as ueuvov on p.172 of the 
text). These spellings in -сџ- have been taken as evidence of original “ибиюу here, 
cf. W.Prellwitz, Bezzenberger Beiträge 17 (1891) p. 172; 20 (1894) pp. 306ff.; accepted 
by Schulze, GGA 1896, p.236 (— KS? p.699). But this etymology is rejected by 
Kretschmer (Lit. infra) and E. C. Hamp (Lit. infra рр.22-23) in favor of -иёороу 
developing from -yévopwv*, an Attic variant for -uéuvov (< рёуроу"). The deri- 
vation from -pev- is also supported by Heubeck (Lit. infra). 

А development of -би- to -цу- сап be seen in шесбууп, attested only in this form; 
it occurs several times in an inventory of the year 347/6, cf. ІІ? 1668.48, 51, 53, 74, 
78, 85, and in another of a few years later, cf. II? 1673.35 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112). 
Cf. Hamp (Lit. infra p.24). 


There is no evidence for the Attic spelling of бобшдс as óvouóc (normally used in Ionic, cf. 
LS] з.у.бовибс); the name “РОӨрос occurs in the eph. cat., II? 2167.4, where the man is probably 
an Athenian, but the text is of the late period, i.e. of the second century A.D. Note also 7065 
in an inv. of the temple of Athena on Aegina (in Attic), cf. IG IV, по. 39, line 20 (410); һебрбу 
in the Attic version of the sep. mon. of Phanodikos from Sigeion, cf. DGE p.356, по.731 (са. 
550? cf. ААС? pp. 165 ff.; LSAG pp. 366—367, p.371, nos. 43—44). 
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For (оӨиос, Louóc, 'Ióuóvuxoc, cf. 47.013, p. 573 infra. 
Lit.: MS? p.85, note 722; pp. 88—89, note 767; Kretschmer, Vaseninschriften p. 168; A. Heubeck, 
Gedenkscbrift Brandenstein (Innsbruck, 1968) pp.357—361; E.C. Hamp, Glotta 49 (1971) 
рр.21-24. 


46.037 КХотолилүотоа. 


KAvtouufjotoa is the only spelling found on Attic vases, e.g.: ARV? p.204, Berlin 
painter no. 109 (= НЕРІ, p.445, no.25; CVA, Austria 2, plates 68—69); ARV? 
p.257, Copenhagen painter no.6 (— HRF 1, p.200, no.3); ARV? p.805, Followers 
of Douris no.89 (= Smith, Catalogue 3, p.365, no. E773); ARV? p.1142, Xenotimos 
painter no. 1 (= HRF 2, p.476, no. 1). This spelling is also found in some codd., and 
there is no ancient evidence for ny in this word. The unwanted ny was probably current 
by early Byzantine times and was the work of misguided attempts to make an etymo- 
logy for the word, cf. Schulze, GGA 1896 p.234 (— KS? p.697 and note 3). The word 
is a compound of xAvtat- (+ xAéoc) like коала, лада», etc. and a feminine counter- 
part of -ufjovoo (< иўдорох), cf. Chantraine, DEG 2, p.541; Schwyzer, GG 1, 
p.448. 


46.038 -uu- for -uv- 
Assimilation of -uv- to -ци- may be behind the spelling ‘Pappotouos, cf. II? 7339 


(s. ПЛа.) sep. mon. (L.); but a careless omission probably lies in “Ранофоцос) іп the 
inv., II? 1623.48 (333/2). The spelling Mépov occurs on two rf. vases of Oltos, cf. 
ARV? p.64, no.98; p.66, по. 128, but it seems doubtful that Méppov is indicated 
here. The usual spellings of this kalos-name are Менуоу and МЕниуоу (for the 


examples, cf. 43.021, p. 532 supra). 


46.04 Other simplifications of dyadic clusters 


Since graphically the absence of a letter is involved, it is often difficult to determine 
whether a simple clerical omission has occurred or an actual tendency to simplify a 
given cluster existed. 

It seems doubtful that many other clusters of two consonants were ever simplified 
by the mere loss of one of the two consonants. Spellings like the following are isolated 
examples and are best explained as careless graphic mistakes: 

Certain omissions of nasals which look like clerical mistakes, e.g. отоӨбу, отобу for otaðpóv, 


боуп (= Дкоууйтіом?), Aóxov (the correct ХОХУОУ on the other copy of the same text); for 
these examples cf. 41.012, p. 488 supra. 


[E]vxagicou Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 273, по.118 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. 

ciongadev for ғіолосҳӨғу II? 1534 А.95 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., has many 
careless omissions. 

шӨфоо, AM 49 (1924) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 7 (ca. 350) decree (deme) (L.). 

ZXvpí(oo, alongside Zvoíoxo in the same line, IG Ш.3, no. 70.4 (400—350) defixio. 

хойоош (probably for xorjo8a) II? 11952.8 (s. V p.) sep. mon. (L.). Etc. 
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СЕ. the dipinto Миховеуєс on a rf. vase, ARV? p. 468, Makron по. 146 (= Richter-Hall plate 52) 
(also has Мєхотобле, cf. 47.011, p.572 infra); “ЕочӨуис for Ебочобеос on another rf. vase, 
ARV? p.62, Oltos no.83 (= CVA, France 17, plates 5, 6), where 'Eov[.]0vc is not a likely 
reading, since it is very unlikely that a sigma would have been placed on top of the arm of the 
figure of Eurystheus on the vase; probably the sigma was carelessly forgotten, cf. the rendition 
of £v as E and as Y (cf. pp. 346—347 supra), alongside "ОХутейс (also on this vase is ZveveAoc, 
cf. p.559 supra). 

For a few cases of -t- for -ot-, cf. 42.021, p. 506 supra; for deletion of the nasal in Latin -ns- 
as Knowgivos, etc., cf. p. 488 supra. 


А nasal is omitted sufficiently often before a following stop, e.g. vóqn, Néadgos, 
etc., to suggest that some persons may have tended to delete nasals before stops, 
possibly with nasalization of the preceding vowel (for the examples, cf. 41.011, 
pp.485—488 supra). But the normal treatment of nasals before stops externally and 
in internal composition was simple assimilation to the following stop. Except in 
exceptional cases, e.g. before о + C as іп боті, ovoteeppa (cf. 48.0561b, 
pp. 634ff.; 48.04245, pp.615—616 infra), there was no further simplification after 
the assimilation of the nasal. 

It seems doubtful that the occasional occurrence of шхос for шхобс is due merely 
to cluster simplification (cf. 40.023, no.4, p.483 supra). Other instances of omission 
of -g- or -A- after simple stops are due to dissimilation or are clerical omissions, cf. 
40.022c, p. 481 supra. 

The variation between ot and т in отеү- is probably very old; that in (о)шхобс 
may be also (cf. 42.0211—42.0212, pp.507—510 supra). For occasional simplification 
of E, sy to [s], cf. 45.01, 45.02, pp.551—553, 555 supra; Ебу-» сб, 45.011, p.553 
supra. The obstruent cluster [zd] was eventually assimilated to [zz], cf. 44.02, p.547 
supra. 

л- for лт- is rare in Attic, cf. IIloAeua[(ov II? 469.3 (306/5) decree; ПоХемабо: 
II? 7930 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. of a man from Ankyra. Cf. Полєраїос at Pergamum, cf. 
Schwyzer, Gram. pergamenischen Inschriften p.104. 


There may be a case of -tt- for -лл- in Леттіутіс (= Лелтбуцс2) in the sep. mon., II? 9255 
(s. I/I p.), unless a simple graphic mistake (L.). 

Quite marked is the tendency to separate certain clusters, especially those consisting of [s] 
+ stop, producing such spellings as -сот-, -oox-, etc., cf. 43.021, p. 527 supra. 

For [nn] simplified to [n] in certain words, cf. 46.033, 46.034, pp. 562—565 supra. 


46.05 Aspirate clusters 


The aspirate clusters фд and у9 occur in £x006c; in compounds of ёх, e.g. ёхфёро, 
ёхфооб, etc.; and in aorist passives in -01, e.g. év&yOnv, втарфбту, etc. In Attic 
inscriptions the spellings фф and уд are universal except in compounds of ёх, where 
in the Classical Period there is hesitation between e.g. Ехтеоо and ёхфёро for the 
normal spelling, with ёхфёро normal thereafter (cf. 48.0213, p.583 infra); and there 
are rare variants ёүф- (twice) and ёххф- (once only), cf. 48.0217, p. 586 infra. 
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The comparative rarity of true aspirate clusters [p’t’], [k't'] in the languages of the 
world has led many to doubt that Greek фӨ and x8 were aspirated for the full length 
of the cluster. The popularity of the spellings фӨ and ХӨ (except in cases involving 
composition such as ЁхӨєоцс, etc.) would be due to the relaxation of the articulation 
of л and x before Ө from a fortis (or tense) stop to a lenis (or lax) stop, i.e. from [К] 
to [К] (for lenis and fortis stops, cf. Heffner, Phonetics p. 120; Lejeune, Lit. infra). 
Presumably the aspirates were normally lenis stops, as is often the case, and hence 
the choice of Ф and X as graphemes for [p], [k]. The same explanation has been 
proposed for the фо and yo of the pre-403 Attic script (cf. 1.011, p.20 supra), and 
the preference of nq, тб, ху, over фф, 99, xx (cf. 43.05, p.541 supra) may also support 
this view. Note also that the normal transliterations in Latin were cth and pth, rather 
than chth, phth, cf. Schulze, Orthographica (Marburg, 1894) pp. xxviiff. The unusual 
spelling "Ехуфамтос (cf. supra) cannot be used as evidence one way or the other; it 
merely shows hesitation between the etymological spelling “Ехфаутос and the 
assimilated one; cf. spellings like &y Mvooivo?ttnc (cf. 48.0217, p.586 infra; for 
examples of this type from elsewhere in Greece, cf. Dow, Lit. infra). One might argue 
that the rare cases of ёүф- are evidence får this view, as voiced stops are normally 
lenis, not fortis, although it must be remembered that even before voiceless stops бу 
is sometimes used (cf. 48.0211, p.579 infra), although usually in the vicinity of a 
liquid, where it would not be unreasonable to except a lenis stop. The combined 
evidence makes the view that qà and x9 аге for [pt'] and [kt'] rather than true double 
aspirates slightly more attractive. There is scarcely agreement, however, and others 
believe that these clusters were [p't'] and (СГ (cf. Sturtevant, p.83; W.S. Allen, Vox 
Graeca pp. 24— 26). 

Lit.: Lejeune, Phonétique p.69, cf. рр.72, 54 (= Traité? рр.59, 62, 45); S. Dow, Gotta 45 
(1967) рр.202-221; Schwyzer, GG 1, рр.210-211 with literature; Gignac pp.88—89. 


47.00 Simplification of clusters of three or more consonants 


Certain clusters of three or more consonants appear simplified in the same way 
enough times to justify the assumption that a tendency towards their simplification 
was present. 


47.011 -ато-; -oxo- 


A handfulof examples of -og- for -ото- can be assembled, chiefly on sep. monuments: 
1) Хособто 12 8871 (ante 350) sep. mon. (L.); 
2) Avovogéty II? 12013 (ca. 350) sep. mon.; 
3) Атџосо[бтт II? 12973 (ca. 350) sep. mon., Атроотобтт, ФАботоалос al.; 
4) Xaweopartn II? 13035 (s. IV a.) sep. топ. (L.); 
5) М.хборолос II? 1792.53 (са. 192/3 p.) pryt. cat. (L.). 


572 Consonant Clusters 


The fourth-century date of most of the examples may not be significant; the phe- 
nomenon is found earlier among graffiti and dipinti, e.g.: Пиооротос graffito on a 
sherd, Hesperia, suppl. 8 (1949) pp. 405—408, plate 60 (= Hesperia 8 [1939] p.63) 
(most likely ca. 550, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 8, p. 407); dipinti: hevyovogat-, Ларассойте 
ABV p.76, Kleitias no.1 (= HBF p.152); Михборотос ABV p.671, Vatican 381; 
Navoíogavoc ARV? р. 1602, Oxford frag. 333. 

The cluster -Ото- occasionally appears as -ot- (for the examples, cf. 40.022, 
p. 480 supra) and rarely as -то-, e.g. Avottgat|o I? 1003.2—3 (ante 450?) sep. mon.; 
Хотодтол) II? 1996.130 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat. (L.). So also on vases: Убтоатос 
(but also Хботоатос̧) ARV? p.24, Phintias no. 11 (= Caskey-Beazley, plate 32); 
Михотодле, also Nuxo0éveg, Кемтоооте (= КоМаотобте), Лоахіас (= Лахоѓас, 
cf. p.478 supra) ARV? p.468, Makron no.146 (— Richter- Hall plate 52). It is pos- 
sible that the omission of the o was caused by dissimilation from the other о in these 
words (cf. 42.021, p. 506 supra). For -оото- for -ото-, cf. 43.021, nos.7, 13, 15, 16, 
31, 33, 39, 43, p. 528 supra. 

А(хооуос appears for А(буооуос in а cat., cf. 112 2370.4 (са. 360); "Асуїом is 
a dipinto for Aloygfov on a rf. vase, cf. ARV? p.63, Oltos no.92 (= CVA, England 3, 
plate 1.2). For one case of -oy- (KaAAaioxov), cf. 40.022 a, p.480 supra. 

Lit.: MS? p.79, note 680. 


47.012 -uxto-; -хто- 


The -uxto- of Лошттовус is occasionally simplified to -цло-: 

1) Ланло(єйс) II? 1612.370 (356/5) inv.; 

2) Лацлоєб(с) Agora 15, p.59, no.49, line 9 (= AE 1917, p.40, no.92) (328/7) decree; 

3) Лаџлоёос IT? 6684 (ca. 250) sep. mon. (L.); cf. addenda; 

4) (Афюрлоёос II? 6646.3 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (L.); 

5) Аарло(ёос II? 6702 (s. La.) sep. mon.; 

6) Лаџтойо II? 2776.201 (aet. Trajani, cf. Hesperia 41 [1972] p.476) financial record. The 
stone is now too worn for confirmation of the reading; Miller read Ла. обіді, cf. Hesperia 
41 (1972) p.74. 


But in IP 1796.32 (= IG Ш, no.1042) read ЛАМПРЕУХ (cf. p. 109 supra) (L.). 


Elsewhere there is simplification to -рто-: 
7) Aayxos|óc 12 2638.7-8 (= AM 67 [1942] p.35, по.37) (s. IVa.?) horos (of a mine at 
Laureion); 
8) Ларлобом II? 6675.3 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.); 
9) Aapteets Deltion 25 (1970) p. 72, no. 10 (s. Шр.) sep. mon. 


A further simplification to Лаџлғ?с̧ has been recorded for a decree, II? 204.75 
(352/1), but the stone is now so worn only Aqurets or Agugets can be read; the 
correct Ларлтоєйс in ib. 83, 84 (L.). The £Xazxéov recorded by Fourmont for the 
lost sep. mon., II? 6639 (ca. 200 p.), might be for Е(х) Ларлтоёюу (cf. 48.0217, p.587 
infra). 
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The spelling Лоцтотедс is also attested on two sep. monuments: 

10) Лаџлотёо[с II? 6715 (са. 350) sep. mon.; 
11) Аарлотёос II? 6700 (s. Ша.) sep. mon. (L.). 

For the Лаџло[ of I? 6702, Aauzo[£oc is more likely than Лаџло[тёос (cf. no. 5 
supra). 

Such spellings might indicate that the pronunciation of the cluster was facilitated 
by metathesis, but the suspicion remains strong that they are only graphic mistakes: 
-t- was first forgotten, then remembered and added in the wrong place (cf. also 
40.012, p.478 supra). 

The man's name Аанлоас never has tau (e.g. РА nos. 8988—8990). 

-нло- appears as -хо- in ol [xo]à ІІ? 13087.2 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon., where the 
stone-cutter was correcting something. For оїхтоос, cf. II? 12335.4 (ca. 360), II? 
7447.13 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. monuments. 

Lit.: MS? p.79, note 679. 


47.013 Other triadic clusters, etc. 


Simplification of other consonant clusters is very rare. A graffito on a mid-sixth- 
century well-cover has СорцоУ, cf. Hesperia 18 (1949) pp. 117—119 (L.), which might 
indicate simplification of -одр- to -ou-; but in such a crude text it might not be an 
accurate rendition of the individual's pronunciation (elsewhere on it лоёатос = 
фоёотос, cf. 38.012b, p.453 supra). But a fifth-century ded. has the same word with 
a different simplification, todva 123123 (450—440? cf. DAA p.207), cf. 41.012, 
p.488 supra. And a masc. anthroponym “I®povixos is attested in a cat., II? 1711.2, 
13 (ca. 150) (L.), where the repetition is noteworthy. 

For -0xà- there is only one example from Attica of -ox-, "Адхүллд боо, cf. 40.022 а, 
p.480 supra, and -oÀ- is not attested; -00xÀ- is frequent, cf. 43.021, nos. 50—53, 
55-57, 63-66, 69, p.529 supra. Cf. a single example of -ох- for -охо-, KoXAaíoyov 
(cf. 40.022 a, p.480 supra). 

The cluster -vóg- was most often simplified by loss of the nasal (with vowel nasal- 
ization?) (cf. examples in 41.011, nos.24—25, 27—30, рр.486-7 supra; Тиадоа, 
Калабоа on vases, cf. p. 488 supra), but there are also two examples of -уб- for 
-Убо- on stone texts, cf. 40.022a, p.480 supra. The simplification to -У0- is found 
only on a rf. vase with 'Avoouóye, viz. ARV? p.369, no.1 (= HRF 1, p.119, no.8). 
On ARV? p. 1213, Alexandre group no.3, read 'Avópopáye, cf. v. Bothmer, Amazons 
p. 186, no. 100. This vase was Kretschmer's second example of 'Avpouá&ye, cf. Vasen- 
inschriften pp. 183—184. Тһе -d- in this cluster is of course itself an epenthetic con- 
sonant which developed to facilitate the pronunciation of [-nr-], and the original 
spellings in -vo- are also found in other parts of Greece; but whether these spellings 
are late survival of the original form or due to cluster simplification is uncertain. The 
development to -убо- may have been pre-Mycenaean (cf. A. Heubeck, Glotta 48 
[1970] p.71). A number of other triadic clusters with a nasal first element are simpli- 
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fied by its deletion, e.g. Лафахтубс, Хололошубс, АётАос, etc., cf. 41.011, nos.2, 4, 
12, 22, pp. 485—486 supra. Cf. also саллихтіс, etc. (cf. 47.021 infra). 

For simplification of -xxA- to -xA- in éxAnola, cf. 43.012, no. 1, p.514 supra. 

For simplification of -gw- to -0о-, cf. 45.02, p.555 supra; for treatment of Latin -xt- 
(and a possible simplification to E), cf. 47.022 infra. 

Еог'Оорд(о)аубрас, cf. 40.013, по.8, p.479 supra. 

A kind of cluster simplification takes place to produce 2>харфауубду, Уха бом, 
etc. from ёх а/. C, cf. 48.0216, p.586 infra. 

For Latin -nst- occur both -ot- and -vot-, cf. Kwvota[vtivw? in 1I? 3200 (ante 
337 p.) ded., but Kwotavtto[v] in II? 5203 (305—306 p.) ded. 


47.021 соХлихтцс, оаАлаотїс, etc. 


Attic texts of all periods have only the simplified cluster -xt- іп саАлахтїс; a 
variant oaAmvotis in the Roman Period merely shows the use of the common suffix 
чотс. 
сайлиххїс: II? 1635.69 (post 374/3) inv. (L.); IP 956.44 (161/0) decree (L.); II? 957.42 (157/6) 
decree (L.) I? 958.40 (154/3) decree (L.); ІІ? 2295.4—5, etc. (aet. Claudii) cat.; II? 2300.2 
(aet. Claudii) cat. (L.); I? 2303.7 (ca. 50р.) cat. (L.); II? 2308.15 (са. 50р.) cat.: ІКТН2. 
oaAdmotis: II? 2297.9 (aet. Claudii) cat. (L.); II? 2292.23 (post 45/6p.) cat. (L.). 

Lit.: MS? p.84, note 719. 


47.022 XéEtoc, >ёБотос, etc. 


For the Roman name Sextus and its derivatives the following spellings are found in 
Attic texts: 

1) Уё ос: 
II? 11522 (5. Ia.) sep. mon.; Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) р. 186, по. 116, line 33 (са. 20) decree; 
II? 4101 (ante 89) ded.; II? 4705.3 (17?) ded. (priv.); II? 12901 (init. s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 12 4161.2 
(init. s. Ip.), II? 4171.2 (ca. 27-30р.), II? 4186 (ca. 50р.) dedications; II? 11757 (s. Ip.) sep. 
mon.; 02 12706 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 2024.129 (112/3p.) eph. сас; II? 3013.1—2 (165/6р.) 
ded. 

2) ZéEotoc: 
Il? 2037.80 (125/6 p.) eph. cat.: Zé&ovvoc; II? 1790.19 (L.), 20 (ca. 197 p.) pryt. cat.; Hesperia 16 
(1947) p. 180, no. 85, line 6 (ca. 180 p.) pryt. cat.: Zé]Eotov, ib. 7: У отоо. 

3) ZéExtoc: 
II? 4100 (118/7) ded.: ХғЕхт; II? 1756.18 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] р. 171, no. 102, line 45) 
(ca. 50) pryt. cat.: УЕЁхтос, 

4) Хёхотос̧: 
II? 1782.37 (177/8 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); II? 3814.4 (ca. 250p.) ded. 
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5) Хйотос: 
II? 10347 а(іп text).6 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.: Znaríac, stone rediscovered, cf. Deltion 25 (1970) 
Chronika p. 71, plate 64a. 


СЕ. also II? 1722.12 (post 9/8) catalog, where the copies on which the text depends 
disagree between ZéEotoc and >ёЁтос. 

Here is seen a characteristic fluctuation in the rendition of the unfamiliar sound. 
The -Бот- spelling shows the same tendency seen in "Agtooxo-, cf. óxe&owoóuevoc 
(cf. 43.021, no.45, p.529 supra). The use of -хот- would be due to slight difference 
in sound between Latin x and Greek Е. The -от- spelling might indicate the influence 
of the substandard [st] pronunciation of Latin -xt- (cf. Sturtevant p.175) or be in- 
fluenced by the Greek words Znotds, Zfjouoc. Latin -xt- seems to be simplified to -E- 
in the spelling Хєвімос in an eph. cat., II? 2059.100 (са. 147/8р.) (L.), unless the 
omission of tau is just a careless graphic mistake. 

Lit.: MS? p.93, note 833; Eckinger pp. 125 ff. 


47.023 “Аухүбістіс, ” Аүбіоті, etc. 


There is considerable variation in the spelling of the name of this foreign deity. In 
Attica are attested "Аууб(оте,, cf. 12 4671.1 (s. ТУЛПа.) ded. (priv.); “Аүбіотеос 
Hellenika 1 (1928) pp.233ff., line 10 (83/2) cat. and decree. Variation is due to 
characteristic difficulties with a foreign cluster. 

Elsewhere “Ауүб-, “Ауб- аге found on dedications from Phrygia of Roman date, 
cf. MAMA 6, pp. 135 ff., nos. 390—399. 


48.00-49.00 Phenomena of fusion 


48.00 "Treatment of final consonants 
48.01 Haplography 


48.011 True haplography (Archaic Period) 


True haplography occurs only in the period of the earliest texts, in which two 
identical consonants in succession are systematically indicated with a single letter. 
Thus in the earliest state decree, 12 1 (fin. s. VIa., cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.25, no. 14), 
Едне is for ёди ph, ёаХоХашуу for бас XaAayivi (Ёйс for Єбу by assimilation, cf. 
48.03 d, p.594 infra), etc. For the examples, cf. 43.011, pp.511ff. supra. Exceptional 
is Кераибс отеХе on a sep. mon. of the seventh century, cf. p.513 supra. 

These haplographic spellings are a writing convention and indicate no more about 
the pronunciation of Attic at this time than the failure to write out geminates internally 
(e.g. Хо for бАХО, etc.) from which they cannot be separated. 
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48.011 True haplography (Archaic Period) 


True haplography occurs only in the period of the earliest texts, in which two 
identical consonants in succession are systematically indicated with a single letter. 
Thus in the earliest state decree, 12 1 (fin. s. VIa., cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.25, no. 14), 
Едне is for ёди ph, ёаХоХашуу for бас XaAayivi (Ёйс for Єбу by assimilation, cf. 
48.03 d, p.594 infra), etc. For the examples, cf. 43.011, pp.511ff. supra. Exceptional 
is Кераибс отеХе on a sep. mon. of the seventh century, cf. p.513 supra. 

These haplographic spellings are a writing convention and indicate no more about 
the pronunciation of Attic at this time than the failure to write out geminates internally 
(e.g. Хо for бАХО, etc.) from which they cannot be separated. 
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48.012 Later haplography 


After the consistent haplography of the earliest texts is abandoned (by ca. 480) 
haplographic spellings are abnormal except in certain limited cases. The geminate 
-00- produced when a word terminating in -ç precedes a word with initial o-, ox-, 
ON-, 01-, or Оф- was frequently simplified, and this shows up in the orthography 
occasionally at all periods. Normally the first word is one which goes closely with the 
following in sense such as the prepositions elc and Е and the definite article, but there 
are several exceptions (cf. nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 11-13 infra). 

The geminate -xx- produced by Ех followed by initial х- is rarely simplified to -ex- 
in a few demotics, but only during the Roman Period (cf. nos. 51-55 infra). 

There are perhaps a few similar simplifications involving an assimilated final -v, 
e.g. ЕЛомоіол, cf. 48.055 d, p. 633 infra; but та(с) уа®с, xov(c) év are probably only 
careless omissions, cf. 48.08, pp. 639 ff. infra. 

For £Záyov, etc., where по geminate simplification has occurred, and for “Ухфоол) 
with cluster simplification, cf. 48.0216, p. 586 infra. 

Lit.: MS? pp. 90-91, notes 806—822; р. 109, note 1017; Lademann p. 120. 


Examples: 


Simplification of -ç 0-: 
Before vowels: 
1) броУйриотос II? 2581 а(іп text).1-2 (now ОРІ? cf. Hesperia 17 [1948] p.35, no. 19) (init. 
s. IV a.) horos; 
2) EpvZogiat II? 11387.6 (ca. 350) sep. шоп. 
3) КарлббороХфтоу II? 1820.24 (ca. 200p.) pryt. cat. (L.). 
elc: 
4) eiZuxvov(ac Hesperia 8 (1939) p. 35, no. 9, line 12 (303/2) decree. 


Doubtful: 

оби" dvógoX(uov II? 1534B.235 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., 'AvuxatgiZuixiov ib. 234. 
But this text contains many abbreviatory curtailments of final letters, cf. бєх ФіМотос in ib. 
235. 


Corrections: 

In the decree, II? 974.22 (137/6), the sense demands that xavvvy(óa be singular in nav- 
vuylda cuveréAeoev, cf. Hesperia 28 [1959] p.193. In the sep. mon., 12 10118 (= IGM, 
no. 1356), read тіс оо, not tiZou. 

Before ox-: 

5) бохоутоУхарофоомдуос II? 1656.1—2 (part of 12 1656—П? 1664, a building inv. dated 
ca. 394—391). 
кіс: 
6) ЕУххабоу І? 118.12 (408/7) decree. 
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Есе-еу: 
7) £Xxayfovt І? 373.106 (409/8) inv. (L.); 
8) éZxapPovidav IP 1672.179, 238, 241 (329/8) inv. (L.); cf. nos. 17, 42, 49 infra. 
Еу Zxayufovibóv occurs: I? 374.61, 72, 320, 321 (408—406) (L.), II? 1673.11 (333/2? сі. 
АЕ 1971 p.112), Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff., line 522 (= 12 1557.80) (ca. 330—320), 112 
1567.9 (са. 330-320) inventories. 


Before ox-: 
Definite Article: 


9) таУлоудас II? 8.16 (paulo post 403/2, cf. SEG 19.16; 24.9) decree (L.); 
10) то ле(оаовһу 2 9713.10 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (L.). 


Before от-: 
11) фіёбхуєУтбра Hesperia 22 (1953) p.264, no.5, line 34 (са. 414) inv. (cf. Hesperia 25 
[1956] p. 317; Hesperia 27 (1958] р. 173); 
12) аретђтђоо II? 7716.2 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon.; 
13) pégerEtvyega@v 12 4533.37 (s. Шр.) hymns in various metres (ded. [priv.]). 


Doubtful: 
Муутоотооло2товло--- H2 10134 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (known only from Fourmont's 
copy). 
кіс: 
14) £XxéAe[v? I? 177.2 (446-403) decree; not | ютеХЕ as in IG 12 (L.); 
15) «(тілу Polemon 1 (1929) p. 227, no. 9, lines 26—27 (375—350) decree (deme); 
16) eiZvíag IP 2492.20-21 (346/5, cf. SEG 24.202) loc.; but оо- for о- in ónuóQxovo- 
от ооц ib. 22, cf. SIG? no. 966; 43.021, no. 20, p. 528 supra; 
17) «(Утабрд Il? 1672.173 (329/8) inv. (L.); cf. no. 8 supra, nos. 42, 49 infra; 
18) elZrHAnv I? 542.13 (ante 303/2) decree (eranistai) (L.); 
19) г(Улефбуоус IP 1265.9 (cf. IG П, по. 615) (ca. 300) decree (eranistai) (L.); 
20) ві Зх (лити IP? 686.19 (266/5) decree (L.); 
21) &{>тїйас II? 1227.34 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs) (L.); 
22) siZvíjonv II? 1228.11 (116/5) decree (Salaminian cleruchs) (L.); 
23) elZvfjmv II? 1036.24 (108/7) decree; 
24) етту I? 1011.51 (106/5) decree (L.); cf. no. 48 infra; 
25) eiZtijanv, єї лоту [nv II? 1028.56, 104 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree (L.). 


For elg ос лүү, cf. II? 660.44 (281/0, cf. SEG 24.115), II? 674.22 (273/2) decrees; ЇР 1198. 
20—21 (326/5) decree (deme); etc. 


Éc—év (all Ethni): 
26) 12 39.59 (446/5) decree (L.); 
27) 1260.14 (427/6) decree; 
28) 1282.16 (421/0) decree (L.); 
28а) Deltion 8 (1923) pp.96ff., no.3, line 3 (= SEG 3.18; 10.101; Sokolowski, Supplément 
p. 19, no. 4) (ca. 420) lex sacra; 
29) 13 108.34 (410/9) decree (L.); 
30) 12 115.7 (409/8) decree (L.); 
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30a) ZPE 25 (1977) p. 243, line 63 (post 403/2) sacred calendar; 

31) 12 27.9—10 (394—387) decree: ЕУ| сіл; 

32) IP? 53.7 (390—370, cf. SEG 24.77) decree; 

33) Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 262, no. 66, line 14 (= ІР 25.8) (post 389) decree (L.); 

34) 1244.15 (378/7) decree (L.); 

35) II? 141.14 (376—360) decree (L.); 

36) II? 298.3 (ante 336/5) small decree fr.; 

37) 112 1199.13 —14, 29 (ca. 325) decree (deme), іп 13-14: £Z| vm (1... 

¿Erin has also been plausibly restored in several decrees of the fifth and fourth centuries 
B. C.; for these examples and instances of ёс от ли, Еу стрл, cf. 48.0561b, pp. 634ff. infra; 
for a doubtful case оЁЕ от л, cf. p. 634 infra. 


Definite article: 

38) xéZxéAev I? 56.28 (са. 430?) decree (L.) (cf. 48.0562, p.635 infra); 

39) т|дУхоаті Час I? 63.38 (425/4) decree (L.); 

40) voXx|[olatve«p»óg Meiggs-Lewis p.267, no.87, lines 33-34 (= I? 116.29--30, improved 
reading) (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs - Lewis loc. cit.) decree; 

41) vüZvij.ans Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 14, no. 1, line 50 (367/6) inv.; 

42) тб>тооүүб\оу II? 1672.20 (329/8) inv. (L.); cf. nos.8, 17 supra, no.49 infra (cf. 48.06, 
p. 637 infra); 

43) víjZvoàc II? 1469.120 (post 320/19) inv. (L.); 

44) то тооттүоіс II? 1479.65 (post 312/1) inv.; 

45) тійУлтрто II? 530.5 (fin. s. IV a.) decree (L.); 

46) vij Zvijkns II? 643.10 (298/7) decree (L.); 

47) т[0]0тоотцүоо[с̧ Meiggs-Lewis p.48, no.23, line 38 (= Hesperia 31 (1962) p.311) 
(inscribed s. Ша.?) Themistocles decree; 

48) т|обУлоатиуоос II? 1011.49 (106/5) decree (L.); cf. по. 24 supra. 


Before оф-: 
гіс: 
49) elZ@pivas II? 1672.9, 10, 303 (329/8) inv. (L.); cf. nos. 8, 17, 42 supra. 


Definite article: 
50) xoóZipexíoxos I? 373.248 (409/8) inv. (L.). 


Correction: 
In the sep. mon., 12 7520 (= IG II, no.2577), read: ----Z Куфісоёфоб >‹фїүгпос. 


Simplification of ёх K-: 
51) ЕКойтс ІІ? 6494 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.); 
52) #КоѓАтс IP 6496 (s. I/II p.) sep. mon. (L.); 
53) ЕКчбафтүуееоу IP 6594 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 
54) ЕКеоацғоуу II? 6330 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; 
55) éKnqvoéov IP? 6401 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. (for the omission of iota, cf. 27.02, no. 12, 
p. 394 supra) (L.). 
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Doubtful: 

---1) Aopgtác & KoA[ovoo] Peek, AG 2, p. 15, no.25 (aet. Rom.) sep. топ.; but there are 
difficulties with the name Awged. 
Cf. éxdnota, 43.012, no. 1, p.514 supra. 


48.02—48.07 Assimilation of final consonants 
48.02 Treatment of ёх, ҒЕ 


48.03-48.07 Assimilation of -v 


48.03 Treatment of nasals/__C in the Archaic Period 
48.04 Assimilation of internal nasals 
48.041 Assimilation of internal nasals (not in composition) 
48.042 Assimilation of internal nasals (in composition) 
48.05 Assimilation of final -v (cf. p.616 infra) 
48.06 Special types of assimilation: nasal deletion, geminate simplification 
48.07 False assimilations 


48.02 Treatment of ёх, ЕЕ 


48.021 Treatment of Еж (preposition and in internal combination) 


Ех is frequently assimilated to the consonant immediately following, and there is 
little difference in treatment in external (as preposition) and internal (in compounds) 
combination. The close fusion of the proclitic preposition with the following word 
can also be seen in spellings like ёхх tov, etc. in 43.021 (пов.91-97, 100, р.531 
supra). Assimilation is never universal, however, even in the Classical Period, when 
it is most frequent, and occasionally more than one treatment may be found within a 
single text (e.g. Ехүоуос, Еүүоуос in an inv. of ca. 414, cf. 48.0212 infra). Most of the 
assimilated spellings аге. at least attested in Roman times, but they are all abnormal 
except those before À and p. Assimilation before the aspirates is abandoned after the 
early Hellenistic Period. The spelling ЕЕ is universal before vowels, but it may also 
appear before б, A, о, and б (cf. 48.0215—48.0216 infra). £y is found (instead of Ех 
or £y) very rarely before voiceless and aspirated stops, usually in the vicinity of a 
liquid (cf. 48.0211, 48.0217 infra). Other rarities are Еу тфу, ёхү, € + A- (cf. 48.0211, 
48.0217 infra). 

Lit.: MS? pp. 105—109, notes 944—1018; p.158, note 1344; Lademann рр.61-66; Mayser- 
Schmoll pp. 198 —203; Gignac pp. 172—176. 


48.0211 Ех before л, т, x 


£x is virtually universal before the voiceless stops. But there are rare cases of y 
before x, т, and x: 
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éy IIetgauüg II? 1672.125, 146, 150, 165 (329/8) inv., has бух Пераціос ib. 173 (stone very 
worn, but readings confirmed for lines 150, 173, L.). 

[£)vveiBet IP. 1670.17 —18 (са. 330) inv., but ёхтохи ib. 20. 

Еүлдеова(офу II? 506.10 (302/1, cf. SEG 21.339) decree (L.); but ёхл).- in another decree of 
the same year, cf. І2 505.18, 20. 

бу Ко лс IP. 1609.72 (ante 370/69) inv. (L.). 


In all the foregoing cases there is a liquid nearby in the word. It is possible that the 
articulation of the x of éx was relaxed slightly in the vicinity of a liquid, i.e. that it 
became a lenis rather than a fortis stop (for lenis and fortis stops, cf. Heffner, Phonetics 
p. 120) or was even voiced. The spelling éyx Пео- іп II? 1672 shows hesitation between 
the etymological spelling ёх and the assimilated éy used elsewhere in this text. 

In the sep. топ. of a Phoenician, 12 8388 (= GVI 1, p.479, no. 1601) (init. s. Ша.), the 
sequence of letters лер(деүлоонцогүхтЕтбуюотол has been variously interpreted. The best inter- 
pretation is лєрї (у) лобіо’ é{y}xtetavvotar with an obtrusive nasal іп two places (cf. 
41.0212, p.489 supra). Kaibel (no. 96) takes беу as for д'Єх, with a gamma as in £ynAevoacóv, 
etc., and Lyx- ав ёх-, which seems harder. Other oddities of this text include ely@godéwv for 
Ехфоолео (cf. 16.011, p.302 supra) and I for [č] in (үх (cf. 7.012b, no. 12, р. 143 supra). All 
the irregularities of this monument stem from the foreign origin of the writer. ІГК might also 
be purely graphic, EEK left unfinished and the planned correction forgotten or concealed by 
paint. 

£y КАонабёд{у in the decree, I? 101.5, is probably for бу КХацаббу. 

For ЕКоідлс, cf. 48.012, поѕ. 51—55, p.578 supra; éxx tod, cf. 43.021, nos.91—97, 100, 
p. 531 supra; for a possible ёх tov, cf. 38.023, p. 468 supra (perhaps due to the writer's imperfect 
knowledge of the alphabet). 


48.0212 éx before p, 5, y 


a) Before the first century В.С., ёү is universal before B, both as preposition and 
in composition, cf. e.g.: 1224.17 (са. 448, cf. SEG 21.20), 12 57.35 (423) decrees; 
12 343.84 (443/2), II? 1496.86 (334/3-331/0), II? 1672.280, 284, 289, 295, 297, 
299 (329/8) inventories; II? 710.7 (init. s. Ша.) decree; éyB[&Aev 124.11 (485/4) 
decree; ёүВол ІІЗ 1241.15 (300/299) decree (phratry) Ғүрірабоу ІІ? 2314.38 
(182/1 et 178/7), 112 2316.17 (ca. 166/5), II? 2317.49 (162/1 et 158/7) catalogs; 
гуватпс II? 3148.3 (s. Па.) ded. 

In Roman times the use of бу before В is rare, cf. бу В-: 12 5900 (s. ІЛІр.) (L.), IP 
5909 (s. Пр.) (L.), Hesperia 21 (1952) p.375, no.28 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. But 
normally ёх, of which the earliest examples are: €xBGAAw in II? 2788.20 (fin. s. Па.) 
public praise of the Athenians (ded.); éxfatvo in II? 1338.29—30 (post 83) decree 
(technitai); ёх Васідєос іп 112 3426.1, П23427.3 (both 63/2—52/1), 12 3428.3 
(52-42) dedications. For ёх, cf. ёх В-: II? 5880 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 12 4055.3 (s. ІЛІр.) 
ded.; 12 6485 (ante 150p.), II? 5898 (ca. 150p.) sep. monuments; II? 2361.41 (init. 
s. Шр.) cat.; ІІ? 3669.12 (ca. 269/70 p.) ded.; II? 5876 (aet. Rom.) sep. monument; 
£xBaXóvu II? 1368.95 (ca. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations; éxf&ó2J.eo8a« II? 1369.42 
(ca. 200 p.) law (eranistai). 
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b) In the Classical and Hellenistic Periods y is universal before 8. Cf. бу 8-: 
Hesperia 14 (1945) p.87, no.6, line 8 (са. 434), 1276.5, 26 (435-414? cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.222) decrees; 12 313.107 (408/7), 12314.117 (407/6), 112 1635.29 (post 
374/3), II? 1636.3 (ca. 350), II? 1496.144, 146 (334/3—331/0), II? 1672.271 (329/8), 
II? 1682.26 (285/4) inventories; II? 1283.6 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian 
aliens); II? 1534B.153 (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv.; also on a sacred law from the 
Eleusinion in Athens soon to be published by K. Clinton in Hesperia, cf. бу ӧё тфу іп 
line ab50 of Face А (new fr. of Hesperia 26 [1957] p.52, no.9) (367-348); ёүёбь 
126.31 (ante 460); 12 244.42 (337/6) decrees; бубібо|маь ІІ? 1241.14 (300/299) 
decree (phratry); Ёүдооіс II? 1299.39 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), 
II? 832.19 (229/8) decree; бубоуй II? 1039.52 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree. In the 
Roman Period the use of éy before ô is rare, cf. бу биабохЦс Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) 
pp.223ff., line 38 (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges Bidez pp.819ff.) decree; Zuvéyðnpog 
II? 1996.101 (84/5—92/3p.) (L.), 112 2046.60 (paulo ante 140p.) eph. catalogs. But 
usually ёх, cf. ёх 5-: 126799 (s. Пр.), II? 7447.5 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. monuments; II? 
2361.43, 57, 70 (init. з. Шр.) cat.; 112 12701.9—10 (s. Шр.) sep. monument; II? 
4543.5 (aet. Rom.) ded. (priv.); Ехбіх-: 112 1352.4 (s. Пр.) decree (synodos?), IP? 
1355.9 (s. II or s. Шр.) decree (group?), II? 1121.23, 45 (305/6 p.) imp. edict; Ехбуүлос 
Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.363ff., line 12 (= 112 1088.12) (132—138 р.) decree (Рап- 
hellenes). 

c) Except in the frequent compound Ехүоуос/ Ғүүоуос there are only a few possible 
cases of assimilation of ёх to following ү before Roman times. бу y- occurs in ёү 
yopetis II? 1237.110—1 (396/5) decree (phratry); бу үєитбуоу in a defixio, cf. IG 
Ш.З, по.87.а1 (400—350?); but ёхүраф- in the decree, I? 84.28 (421/0). In Roman 
times both ёх and бу y- occur in about equal frequency. Cf. ёх y-: II? 7080a (in 
add.).5 (fin. s. Шр.), II? 6154 (s. Пр.) sep. monuments; II? 2361.51 (init. s. Шр.) 
cat.; Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E34 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter; II? 8918.3 
(ca. 250p.) (L.), II? 13168.2 (s. IVp.), 125939 (aet. Rom.?) sep. monuments; but 
бу y-: 112 5925 (post 50p.), Hesperia 23 (1954) p.261, по.59 (ca. 150р.), 112 5929 
(s. Пр.) (L.), II? 5943.6 (s. П/Шр.) sep. monuments. 

The compound Ёхүоуос is well attested at all periods. Ехүоуос is found at all 
periods from са. 427/6 on, and is always more common than Еүүоуос. The latter first 
appears in a ded. dating ca. 520 B.C. and is well attested in the fourth and third 
centuries B. C. and in later Roman times; it is not attested from the late third century 
B.C. until the second century A.D. There is no evidence in Attic texts for any dif- 
ference in meaning between Ехүоуос and Еүүоуос. The value of ГГ in Éyyovoc was 
probably [gg], not [ng] as normally (e.g. dyyéňiw, буубс, Ғүүобфо, etc.). Both 
spellings do not normally occur in the same text, but there are exceptions; note 
Éxyova and Éyyova in lines 72 and 73 of Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no.6 (ca. 414) 
inv.; Ехүоуоу and Éyyovov in lines 8 and 18 of II? 3592 (165/6—168/9 p.) ded. 
Before 400. Usually Ехүоуос, but Еүүоуос is actually the earliest spelling found. Cf. [E]y[yJovor 
12 834.2 (ca. 520? cf. SEG 21.93) ded.; Eyyova Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no.6, line 73 (ca. 
414) inv., alongside Éxyova in the preceding line (cf. supra); Ёхүоуос: I? 59.22 (са. 427/6), 12 
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118.15 (408/7), P 145.2 (424/3, cf. SEG 10.82) decrees; cf. тос éx[yóvoc in P 154.9 (са. 420, 
cf. SEG 10.98) decree. 


400—300 В.С. Éxyovoc: П2 10.А 5 (401/400), IP 13.12 (399/8), IP 17.34 (394/3), II? 19.а10 
(394/3), Па 20.10 (393/2), ПР 29.9 (387/6), П2 32.23 (385/4), П2 49.5 (paulo post 385/4, cf. 
SEG 21.224), II? 53.3 (390—370, cf. SEG 24.77), 1I? 57.6—7 (ante 386), П2 80.11 (ca. 380— 
370, cf. SEG 24.78), II? 82.12 (ante 378/7), II? 103.32 (369/8), ІІ? 105.11 (368/7), IP 109.11 
(363/2), I2 117.13 (361/0), ІР 141.12 (376—360), ІР 152.12 (ante 353/2), ПІ? 190.8 (ante 
353/2), 12 222.18 (са. 344), II? 285.13 (са. 350, cf. SEG 24.89), II? 287.2 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 
24.90), П? 252.12 (са. 350), 12 226.4 (са. 343/2), IP 235.19 (340/39), ПЕ 237.17, 19 (338/7), 
П2238.Ь8 (338/7), 112 240.17 (337/6), 1I? 276.13—14 (ante 336/5), 112 339.b9 (333/2, cf. 
SEG 21.277), 112 351.28 (330/29), 1I? 373.8 (322/1), Hesperia 13 (1944) p.231, no. 5, line 10 
(paulo ante 321/0), 12 426.3 (336—334, cf. SEG 24.97), 1I2 374.14 (post 319/8), II? 438.3 
(post 336/5), I? 538.9 (ante 303/2), Hesperia 2 (1933) p.402, по. 19, line 6 (fin. s. IVa.), IP 
576.13, П2 581.3, I? 716.7 (all fin. s. IVa.) decrees; II? 1188.29 (са. 350) decree (deme); IP 
1361.2 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones); 12 2497.10 (post 350) loc.; II? 1560.8 (330—320) 
inv. Еүүоуос: ЇР 51.10 (ante 387/6), 112 76.16—17 (ante 378/7), II? 77.15 (ante 378/7), II? 78.7 
(ante 378/7), II? 81.3 (ante 378/7), П2 106.15 (368/7), II? 162.b4 (360—350, cf. SEG 23.51), 
II? 149.10 (ante 355), II? 288.5 (ante 336/5), II? 360.18 (325/4), II? 448.20, 59, 66, 74 (323/2, 
318/7), II? 343.12 (text wrong, cf. SEG 24.103) (323/2?), II? 505.52 (302/1), IP. 507.9 (302/1), 
Hesperia 9 (1940) p.345, no.44, line 35 (319/8), 112 508.3 (fin. s. IVa.), IP 541.6 (post mid- 
3308, cf. 2РЕ9 [1972] p.185), 1I2551.11 (paulo ante 307/6, SEG 24.109), II? 570.3 (fin. 
s. IVa.), II? 613.7 (fin. s. IVa.), 112 582.2 (s. IV/IlIa., cf. SEG 24.118) decrees; II? 1186.26 (са. 
350) decree (deme), II? 1252.12 (post 350) decree (orgeones), II? 2496.23 (post 350) loc. 


300-200 B. С. Ехүоуос: 12 646.31 (295/4), Dinsmoor, Archons (1931) p.7, line 45 (= 12649 
+ new fr.) (294/3), 12 657.64—65 (283/2), 12 682.82 (post 256/5), II? 739.14 (init. s. Ша.), 
Hesperia 9 (1940) p.352, no.48, line 11 (280—278), 112 873.2 (s. Ша.?) decrees. Еүүоуос: IP 
654.47 (285/4), 12 712.13 (295/4—276/5), 12 717.13 (init. s. Ша.), П2802.7 (= part of IP 
768, cf. SEG 21.383; 24.126) (233/2), II? 843.14 (са. 229/8?), 12 786.26, 27 (s. ШЛа., cf. 
Pecirka, Enktesis p. 106; SEG 24.133) decrees; IP 1275.11 (s. Ш/Па., cf. Sokolowski, Supplé- 
ment p.210, no.126; SEG 21.534) decree (thiasotai); II? 1299.11, 36 (post 236/5) decree 
(troops and Eleusinians). 


200 В.С.-100 A.D. йкуомос: 12844.68 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239), 12971.22 
(140/39) decrees; П? 1236.11, 17 (ante 150) decree (genos); Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.223ff., 
line 55 (25/4—18/7, cf. Mélanges Bidez pp.819ff.) decree; II? 3445.3 (23-40р.), 1° 3449.7 
(са. 50р.) dedications. Ғүүоуос: not attested. 


After 100 A. D. Exyovos: 12 3962 (post 128/9 p.), II? 3609.5 (ca. 150p.), 12 3619.1 (ca. 150p.) 
dedications; I? 13188.11, II? 13191:7, ІІ? 13194.20, II? 13197.13, II? 13198.15, II? 13200.11, 
II? 13201.18, AE 1961, Chronika p.23, no.1, line 13 (= SEG 21.1092; IP 13190) sep. curse- 
texts set up ca. 150p. by Herodes Atticus (Еүүоуос on only one of these texts, cf. II? 13195 
infra); II? 3592.8 (165/6—168/9 p.), but éyy- ib. 18; П2 4251/3.1 (fin. s. Пр.), 112 3118.2 (L.), 
II? 4081.5 (both s. Пр.), II? 3687.8 (init. s. Шр.), Hesperia 10 (1941) p.260, no.65 (= II? 4007 
+ new fr.) (paulo ante 238 p.), 112 3704.10 (ca. 250 p.), II? 3814 (ca. 250 p.) dedications; BCH 
71-72 (1947—48) p.39, no. 1, line 18 (aet. Caracallae) imp. letter. &yovoc: II? 3734.7 (126/7 p.), 
II? 3614.2 (ca. 150p.) dedications; II? 13195.14 (ca. 150p.) sep. curse-text set up by Herodes 
Atticus (but Ехүоуос on eight others of these texts, cf. supra); Hesperia 29 (1960) p.29, no.37, 
line 8 (ca. 170—190 p.) cat.; Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.108, no.24, lines 9, 11 (= 112 1108 
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+ new frr.) series of imperial letters dated ca. 176—180 p.; II? 3592.18 (165/6—168/9 p.), has 
Ехү ib. 8 (cf. supra), II? 3632.7 (post 150 p.), II? 4084.4 (ca. 200p.), Hesperia 10 (1941) p.255, 
по. 61, line 9 (ca. 200р.), ІІ? 4088.8—9 (init. s. Шр.), 1123689.2 (225—250 p.), П2 3715.6 
(s. ПТУ p.) dedications. 


48.0213 ёх before q, Ө, x 


Before the aspirates both Ех and £x occur in the fifth century, but there is no prefer- 
ence for one spelling or the other: 

£x q-: 12 45.7 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decree. 

£x 0-: I? 6.15 (ante 460), I? 45.40 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decrees. 

Ехх-: 12 39.5, 17 (446/5) decree. 

éypéoev: АР 88 (1967) pp.29ff., line 29 (= new fr. of ATL2, по. D8; 1265) 
(426/5) decree. 

But ёх XoA[x](6og I? 40.23 (ca. 446/5) decree; Ех Xeggovéoov 13 220.28 (= ATL 2, no.34, 
col. 2.82) (421/0) trib. list; ёхфёроон I? 94.37 (418/7) decree; "Екфамтос: I? 530.1 (= DAA 
p. 126, no. 121) (ca. 475?) ded.; 12 955.24 (= AE 1955, p. 180, col. 4.12) (414 aut 413, cf. SEG 
25.58) cas. list; éxyad[xdpata Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no.6, line 86 (са. 414) іпу.; cf. 
ёхфефоо[ (= ёхлефбоцхо?), dipinto оп a bf. pinax from the Acropolis, cf. AM 13 (1888) p.441 
(for the aspirate assimilation, cf. 38.0211 a, p. 460 supra). 


In the fourth century both assimilated and etymological spellings are common. 
Note especially Ехфеоомов іп the inv., II? 1672.292 (329/8), but éxqogn- in ib. 75, 
76. Cf. £y 0-: II? 7967 (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; II2 545.5, 9 (321/0? cf. SEG 24.106) 
decree; 12 1582.48 (cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no. 16) (342/1) inv.; ІІ? 1496.143 
(334/3-331/6) inv.; "Exga[vrov 112 33.9 (ca. 385) decree (L.); “Ехфоутідтіс II? 
3091.2 (400—375) ded.; but éx у-: II? 230.b 5 (са. 341) decree; “Ехфаутос II? 11252 
(ante 350) sep. mon.; II? 1751.11 (post 350) pryt. cat.; II? 1570.46 (ca. 330—320) 
inv.; Deltion 11 (1927/8) p.40, no.4, line 1 (cf. AM 67 [1942] p.9, по.7) (ca. 350— 
300) decree (deme); “Ехфоутібцс Hesperia 19 (1950) p.267, no.21, line 17 (350- 
300) inv. 

The use of £y virtually dies out at Athens by the end of the fourth century. The last 
examples of it аге: Ех Өйттоо II? 713.12 (init. s. Ша.) decree (L.); ёхфоойу II? 1275.7 
(s. Ш/а., cf. Sokolowski, Supplément p.210, no. 126; SEG 21.534) decree (thiaso- 
tai). 

For the peculiar spellings ”Еххфоутос, Еүфоофоаута and 85 $vAaotov, cf. 48.0217, 
infra. 


48.0214 ёх before у, v 


a) It is known that the Ancients gave the name буца to the velar nasal [n] (according 
to Varro, citing Ion of Chios, cf. Sturtevant p.64), and presumably this name would 
not have been appropriate unless the value of у before у were also [n] rather than 
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[g]. But it is uncertain whether the assimilation of Ех to p- involved only the voicing 
of the x of ёх, as is generally assumed for the assimilated бу ү-, Ғүүоуос (cf. 48.0212 с 
supra), i.e. бу p- was pronounced [egm-], or the assimilation was to a nasal, i.e. 
[enm]. Before Roman times only £y is attested before р, except for oddities like ¿xy 
or бүү (cf. 48.0217 infra). In Roman times both бу and £x are found, with ёх only 
slightly more frequent. Possible cases of Ех before v are very rare; thus far only бу is 
attested in pre-Roman texts. 


ёх before u- before 400 B. C.: 


£y pe: 12 1085.3 (446, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.137, no.51) sep. mon. (set up by three Athenian 
tribes for Pythion of Megara); 1? 947.1 (date unknown, perhaps ca. 431?) heading of a cas. list 
of Lemnian cleruchs; 12 105.15 (407/6) decree; I? 1041.3 (s. Va., has £) sep. mon.; éyp[a]otugév 
Hesperia 14 (1945) p.98, line 11 (= 12 141/2а + I? 876 (са. 425) decree; II? 1951.203, 204, 
206, 207 (бу almost certainly is for ёх, rather than év) (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat. 


400—13 B.C. бу p-: Cf. e.g.: II? 4323.1 (ante 350) ded. (priv.); II? 1749.66, 84 (341/0) pryt. 
cat. (L.), 112 1673.28 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112), П? 1672.276 (329/8), ІІ? 1628.628, 638 
(326/5) inventories; II? 1231.10 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (genos); II? 678.38 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) 
decree; H? 6921, 126911 (s. Ша.) sep. monuments; II? 896.45 (186/5) decree; II? 2333.11, 54 
(са. 180) cat.; II? 956.60 (161/0) decree; Hesperia 29 (1960) p.40, no. 51, lines 3, 5 (= 112 3894) 
(са. 130?) ded.; 126920 (= 112 11689а, in add.) (post 150) sep. mon.; АМ 67 (1942) p.22, 
no. 25, line 8 (init. s. Па.) cat.; 12 1132.65 (140/39) amphiktyonic decree (this part in Attic); 
II? 1009, col. 1.93 (116/5) decree; II? 6912 (s. ПЛа.) sep. mon.; II? 1036.40, 42 (108/7) decree; 
II? 1944.29 (62/1) сас; 122338.24 (27/6-18/7) cat; ВСН 51 (1927) p.245, no.1, line3 
(27-18?) decree (genos); II? 1721.9 (14/3) cat.; II? 6764 (s. Ia.), Robinson Studies 2 (1953) 
p.352 (= SEG 13.110) (s. Ia.) sep. monuments; Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 55, по. 103 (s. Ia.) sep. 
mon.; cf. Eywaxtog II? 1534 A.64 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 


After 13 B.C. бу p-: II? 1722.10 (post 9/8) cat.; ІІ? 9543 (s. Ia./s. Ip.), IP 6878 (s. Ip.), IP 
7743.6 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. monuments; II? 4942 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.); 12 6919 (s. Шр.), II? 6924 
(aet. Rom.) sep. monuments, Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 268, no. 100 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon.; 112 6856 
(s. ПЛЦр.) sep. mon.; П2 6916 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; II? 9334 (date?) sep. mon.; cf. ёү |р? 
112 2119.13 (180/1— 191/2p.) eph. cat. 


£x р-: II? 1963.28 (13/2) eph. cat.; II? 6913 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 1765.34 (138/9р.) pryt. сас; 
112 4499.3 (s. ІЛІр.) ded. (priv.); П2 6537 (post 150p.) sep. mon.; II? 2052.37, 38 (145/6 p.), 
122082.31 (post 150p.) (L.), 122081.16, 17 (ca. 160p.) (L.) eph. catalogs; ІІ? 2097.55 
(169/70p.) eph. cat.; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.48, по.11, line 44 (182/3p.) pryt. сас; II? 6883, 
II? 6918, 12 6923 (L.) (s. Пр.) sep. monuments; II? 2361.75 (init. s. Шр.) cat.; II? 3704.7 (са. 
250p.) ded.; II? 6914, ІІ? 6917, II? 6915, IP. 6868 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. 


b) Examples оёх before у- are rare. The assimilated spelling is more frequent: 
ёх before у-: бу v[fjowv II? 123.16 (357/6) decree (L.); бу vewolwv II? 1673.12 (333/2?, cf. AE 
1971 p.112) іпу.; бу Михайас Il? 9994 (s. Ia.) sep. mon.; Ех Маобуос П2 4193.7 (85/6— 
94/5 p.) ded.; бу vovpnviar II? 1366.19 (s. Ip.) regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set 
up by Xanthus of Lycia. 


For ё MeAutéwv cf. 48.0217 infra. 
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48.0215 ёх before X, o 


a) Before à, бу was standard during the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, although 

éys and £y are each attested once (cf. 48.0217 infra). In Roman times both бу and ёх 
are found, with éx slightly more frequent. 
Before 400 В.С. èy \-: 12 639.2 (= DAA p.227, no. 193) (480—470) ded.; 12204.59 (= ATL 2, 
по.14) (441/0), 213.46 (= ATL 2, no.23) (432/1), 12218.12 (= ATL 2, no.25) (430/29) 
trib. lists; 12 52.1 (433/2) decree; 12 280.87 (422/1) inv.; II? 1373.3 (paulo ante 400) inv.; II? 
2640.4 (ca. 400?) public horos; éyAo[yéc ATL 2, no. D8, line 59 (= 1 65.58; cf. AJP 88 [1967] 
pp. 29 ff.) (426/5) decree, ҒҮХЕхооутес ib. 56 (= 1265.55, corrected); éyAey- В 76.8, 16 (435- 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) decree; бү Хот шу IG IV, no.39, lines 18-19 (410) inv. of 
temple of Athena at Aegina; cf. EAVE[- on a bronze ded., 12 453 (fin. s. VI a.?). 


400-31 B.C. у Эс: Hesperia 40 (1971) p.162, по. 23, lines 7, 15, 40 (= 11230 + new frr.) 
(387/6) decree; II? 1424а (іп add.).331 (369/8) inv.; II? 106.7 (368/7) decree; II? 6737 a (in 
add. nova) (са. 350) sep. mon.; I? 1492.133 (post 311/0) іпу.; 12 956.67 (161/0), 12 958.65 
(154/3) (L.), II? 961.32 (ca. 140) decrees; éyheun- ІР 2493.27 (ca. 340) loc.; будове- II? 1627.285 
(330/29), II? 1629.12, 33, 55, 84, 115, 154 (325/4), П2 1631.651, 668 (323/2) inventories; 
ёүйвү- ІР 1672.274 (329/8) inv.; II? 1206.5 (fin. з. IVa.) decree (deme); éyXeux- II? 2499.16—17 
(306/5) loc.; &|үйёүвщ 12 1214.26-7 (300—250) decree (deme); гүйюүгСсорёуо TI? 1299.42 
(post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); éyAeux- Hellenika 3 (1930) pp. 153 ff., lines 28-9 
(са. 235) decree (deme); ҒүХел- 12 1309.b 8 (fin. s. Ша.) decree (troops). 


After 31 B. C. бу Х-: 1 6752 (5. Ip.), II? 6695 (s. VII p.), 26733 (ca. 150p.), 12 6675 (s. Пр.) 
sep. monuments. 

"Еүлёхтоо Hesperia, suppl. 12 (1967) pp. 163ff., line 127 (= 12 2003.53, improved reading) 
(init. s. Шр.) cat.; ёүмлбутос Hesperia 30 (1961) p.231, no.31, fr. а, line 22 (= Hesperia, 
suppl. 6 (1941) p.120, no.25) series of imperial letters dated ca. 176--180р. (cf. Hesperia, 
suppl. 6, p. 108, no. 24 [= II? 1108 + new frr.]); 'EyAéxx«o»v II? 2068.24 (155/6p.) eph. cat., has 
"Ех\- ib. 14, 23 (all readings confirmed, IG II? wrongly prints "ЕхА- in line 24, L.). 

ёх À-: IP 6753 (s. Ip.), II? 6675a(in add. nova) (s. П/Шр.) sep. monuments; II? 2361.59 (init. 
s. Шр.) cat.; II? 6618, II? 6633, II? 6623 а (in add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; 

"Еудехлос: II? 2068.14, 23 (155/6р.), but 'EyA- ib. 24 (cf. supra) (L.), I? 2113.164 (183/4— 
191/2р.), II? 2226.3 (ca. 218/9p.) (L.), eph. catalogs; 12 3169/70.2 (253—257 p.) ded.; ІР 
2245.49 (262/3 aut 266/7p.) eph. cat.; éxAe[(q8r II? 1078.23 (ca. 220p.) decree; é]xAapPpa- 
ve II? 1097.11 (aet. Rom.) imp. letter (2). 


b) There are so few cases of Ех before 0 in pre-Roman times that it is impossible 
to decide what was normal. ЕЕ occurs twice in classical times: бус "Робом 12 218.11 
(= ATL 2, no.25) (430/29) trib. list; ЕЕ “Pyveiag II? 1635.27 (post 374/3) inv. бу 
occurs in a decree of the third century, cf. £y "РРацуобутос ВСН 48 (1924) pp.264ff., 
line 7 (= SEG 3.122) (262—256) decree. 

In Roman times Ех was standard: ёх 0-: II? 7349 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; ёхоғбо- 
O[f]oeve II? 13210.16—17 (ca. 150p.), ёхохСоӨ оётол 112 13209.9 (ca. 150p.) sep. 
monuments; ёх бисбуу II? 1121.26 (305/6p.) imp. edict. For ё Лалтоеоу cf. 48.0217 
infra. 
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48.0216 £x before o, C, Ё 


Before o/__V in the fifth century ёх has the form £y: cf. Ех Zapiov 12 101.17 (412/1) 
decree; Еу Хацо 12 304.20, 34 (410/9) inv. After 403/2 B.C. this would be most 
accurately rendered by éE/. V, as in e.g. éEópo attested IP 1.24 (403/2) decree; 
this is the most frequent spelling thereafter: ЄЗаЛацімос (actually written éCada- 
шуос, cf. 44.04, p.551 supra) II? 1672.274 (329/8) inv. (L.); £&ovviéov 127701 
(s. Пр.), П2 7441 (ca. 200p.), 112 7439 (s. Пр.) sep. monuments; #Ео[? II? 7420 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. mon. But a divided £x o- is also found: Ех ZoAapivog ІІ? 1596.12 (ca. 
350) inv.; ёх Уудахдбу II? 7389 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. (L.). Sometimes 65 0- is used: ЕЕ 
ХлхеМіос Hesperia 39 (1960) p.111, line 9 (= II? 174 + new fr.) (405/4) decree; 
ёв Xwx[cAtag 12 283.8—9 (ante 336/5) decree (L.); ЕЕ ХаХа| уос II? 1579.8 (init. 
s. IVa.) inv.; ёБ Zovviéov АЈА 69 (1965) p.151 (= SEG 22.182) (s. Ip.) sep. mon. 
A unique (for Attica) case of ЕЕ is found оп one sep. mon., cf. &EvBaAntiwv II? 7498 
(ante 150 p.) sep. mon. (L.); the spelling is due to hesitation about dividing the cluster 
[kss] (cf. pp. 527, 531 supra). 

Before о + consonant examples are very rare. Both Ех ox- and ЁУх-, with simplifi- 
cation of -хох- to -ox-, occur in an inv., cf. ёх Ұхау(Воуібфу) II? 1672.94 (329/8), 
ЕХхдооу (almost certainly = ёх Zxbeov on the analogy of line 274, rather than Еу 
Ххбоом) ib. 275. Doubtful: ЕХІхашфоуіббу on ап ostracon of 417 B.C., cf. Hesperia 
21 (1952) p.3, no.9. 

In Roman times both ЕЕ and ёх are found: ҒЕ og- II? 7507 (s. Ip.) sep. топ.; ЕЕ ot- 
II? 7467 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; ЕЕ ox- II? 7396 (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon. (L.); Ех og- II? 10368 
(s. Пр.) sep. mon.; Ех от- II? 7459 (post 150p.), П2 7458 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments. 
Quite doubtful is the ёс Ухан юу бу on a sep. mon. seen only by Chandler and 
Fourmont, II? 7399 (s. ІЛІр.); they probably misread a xi of the form Z as elsewhere 
(cf. 45.01, p. 552 supra). 

Before $ are attested ёх and ЕЕ once each: ЕЕ Z£ag II? 1611.327 (357/6) inv.; ёх 
Zo (^ov IG III, no. 1386.2 (probably post 300 p.) sep. mon. 

Before Ё occurs €&: cf. бус Хаулетабуоу on an ostracon of the 4808 B.C., cf. 
Hesperia 19 (1950) p.388, no.27. But later -E- for -EE-: ёЕрлєтоцдфу II? 2059.45 (ca. 
147/8p.) eph. cat. (L.); ЄЕолєтєфу 1I? 6937 (s. Пр.) sep. mon. (cf. 29.00c, p.409 
supra) (L.). 

Lit.: М.М. Tod, AJP 67 (1946) рр.329-333. 


48.0217 Peculiarities in assimilation of éx 


Sometimes both the etymological and the assimilated spelling are combined: éxy 
Mvooiwodütt(nc) II? 2409.20 (= part of II? 1924, cf. SEG 16.145) (330/29) cat. (L.); 
"Енуфбуто» Hellenika 3 (1930) pp.153ff., line 1 (са. 235) decree (deme) (L.); ¿xy 
Маоо[Өоуѓоу] II? 6813.2 (s. ІЛІр.) sep. mon. 

The strange бух Пєраис in II? 1672.173 (329/8), inv. (L.), is probably a combination of the 
£y IIewgatóc normal in this text (cf. ib. 125, 146, 150, 165) and the correct ¿x (cf. 48.0211 
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supra). The éyy Морргуобттис on a sep. mon., Geras Keramopoullou p.514, по.13 (= SEG 
13.92) (s. ПЛа.), is probably the same sort of gemination as that іп éxx tod (cf. 43.021, по. 102, 
р-531 supra); it is uncertain whether £y before p- was nasal or not, cf. 48.0214а, p.584 supra. 


For the otherwise universal бу before А attested once each are ЕЕ and £y: бус 
Aégov ГР 191.20 (= ATL 2, no.1, col.6.20) (454/3) trib. list; Еу AéoBov 112 107.8 
(368/7) decree, has in ib. 32 the spelling AéooBov showing an -oof- exceedingly rare 
in stone texts (cf. 43.021, no. 88, p. $30 supra) (L.). 

£y is occasionally found for Ех ог Ех. Thus there are a few cases of бу for Ех before 
voiceless stops, usually in the vicinity of a liquid (cf. 48.0211 supra), where perhaps 
£y is for [ek] i.e. [k] was a lenis stop rather than a fortis stop as normally (for lenis 
and fortis stops, cf. Heffner, Phonetics p. 120). As it is likely that voiceless stops were 
relaxed to lenis stops before aspirates, the same explanation may apply to two cases 
of èy ф-, cf. ёүфооўсо[ута II? 1666.B55 (356/5-353/2) inv.; буферорбуту II? 
1053.11 (post 38/7, ante 31, cf. SEG 24.142) decree (L.). For an anomalous ёҳ тбу 
(perhaps due to the writer's imperfect knowledge of the alphabet), cf. 38.023, p.468 
supra. 

ЕБ is said to occur before ф- on a sep. mon. of Roman times, cf. & PvdAaotwv II? 
7762 (aet. Rom.); the text, however, is known only from an old copy which may not 
be accurate. 

In extremely rare cases the stop of Ех disappears altogether. In Є MeAttéwv on the 
sep. mon., II? 6863 (s. Ip.), y could disappear by nasal deletion, cf. rare spellings like 
суубафас, although this type of deletion is so rare that the few examples may be only 
due to omission in copying, i.e. purely graphic mistakes. Perhaps due to cluster simpli- 
fication if not also graphic are: & Лалтёоу II? 6639 (ca. 200p.) sep. mon. (text seen 
only by Fourmont), for omission of p, cf. 41.011, no.4, p.486 supra; СФЛҮЕОМ 
(= Е ФАуёоу) IP 7677/78.2 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon. 

For éxAnoia, cf. 43.012, по. 1, p.514 supra. 


48.022 Treatment оҒЕЕ (numeral and when in composition) 


The tendency was apparently to employ ЕЕ before vowels, liquids, and all con- 
sonants for the numeral, but to use éx- or éy- in composition. Occasionally, however, 
exceptions occur. Thus in the fifth-century inv., 12 372 (409/8), occurs héx xoóóv in 
line 175, alongside the expected Вёхс лбдес іп ib. 153, Exc хаб ib. 149-50; the 
anomalous spelling may be due to the presence of the compound һехлоб- іп ib. 118, 
162, 233, 234. The opposite phenomenon can be seen in another inventory with ЁЁ 
лобфу and the compound ЕЕлобас, cf. ІІ? 1666.B2, B85 (356/5—353/2). The large 
inventory, II? 1672 (329/8), already cited for unusual treatment of ёх (cf. 48.0217 
supra), has the anomalous Ёүү 6axtóAov (with yy like -хх- in ёхх тоб, cf. 43.021, 
no. 101, p.531 supra) in line 147, and probably ёх хойуихес іп ib. 269 (for ЕЕ x-, cf. 
infra); elsewhere occur the expected ЕЕ боахибуу ib. 287, EySaxtvdor ib. 154. This 
text also has the peculiar Ғүхойбеха in ib. 148 (the correct Еххоібехо in ib. 280), 
which is perhaps related to the strange бу Iergarðgş occurring four times in this same 
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text (cf. 48.0211, p.580 supra). The compound is spelled £EóGxtvA- in II? 1627.124, 
130, 448, 472 (330/29), П2 1631.265, 277, 420 (323/2), II? 1632.4 (323/2) all in- 
ventories; but ЕүбахтуА- is better attested, cf. II? 1675.7 (ca. 337/6), ЇР 1624.118 
(336—330); II? 1628.311, 312, 316, 317, 587, 608 (326/5), II? 1629.428, 429, 440, 
441 (325/4) inventories. 

For the expected spellings cf. e.g.: ҺЕхс toX[&vvow; 12 324.109 (426/5—423/2) inv.; Вус 
брахиду 12 373.205 (409/8) inv.; Ехс hóvta 12 374.39 (408—406) inv. (L.); héxc тбу I? 843.2 
(= Sokolowski, Supplément p.26, no.9; SEG 21.94) (410—405) sacred calendar; 25 хбєс 
Hesperia 4 (1935) pp. 19ff., no. 2, line 1 (paulo post 403/2) sacred law; ЕЕ бохтодо II? 1665.15 
(ante 350), II? 1668.57 (347/6) inventories; BE 86 ІІ? 1673.48 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.; 
ВЕ отошфроата ib. 56; BE бажгбйомс II? 1671.44 (ca. 330) inv.; ВЕ &ax[x] oiov II? 463.55 (307/6) 
decree, [£]E ото| хомс ib. 58; ЕЕ Saxtvà[ АМ 66 (1941) p.238, no.8, line 16 (fin. s. IVa.) inv.; 
РЕ Aóg[ovc II? 1461.12 (post 330/29) inv.; héxzoóec, héxxoóe I? 313.93, 94 (408/7) inv. 


48.03—48.07 Assimilation of -v 


The only nasal permitted as word final in Greek was -v, the dental nasal. But in 
two cases a final nasal was immediately followed by consonants other than dentals: 
in composition, when a word ending in -v was compounded with a word beginning 
with a consonant, e.g. Ёулорос < бу + лоо-, соуВоАЛо < обу + БО, etc.; when 
final -v was followed by a word beginning with a consonant with which it was joined 
closely semantically, e.g. Еу xóAew, TOV үрардалёа, xaXov xat, etc. In both cases it 
was natural for the nasal to be assimilated to the following stop, to [m] before labials, 
to |п) before velars. That such assimilations were normal can be seen by their frequent 
appearance in the orthography, e.g. ёр л0Хғі, toy yoappatéa, тїн меу, etc., and they 
must be assumed to explain developments in the modern language. But in Athens as 
elsewhere there was often the greatest hesitation between the assimilated spellings, 
ёр лоді, etc., and the etymological spellings which ignored the assimilation actually 
sounded, Еу xóAet, etc. This hesitation in the orthography even extended to cases іп 
which an internal nasal preceded a consonant, but there was no clearly recognizable 
composition, e.g. "ОХфФуліос, avai, dvyéAAo, etc. instead of ”ОХдртос, dugi, 
дүү, etc. In sections 48.03—48.07 are treated all phenomena related to assimi- 
lation of nasals, whether internally or involving final -v. 

In the Archaic Period no nasal assimilation is indicated in the orthography, N being 
the grapheme in all cases, e.g. буфі, “"ОЛФулаос, буүё\Ло, ”Еулорбоу, Еуүйс, ovv- 
нє ву, tov Маоабфуа, Еу лодешам, etc. Exceptions are rare, especially in inscrip- 
tions on stone. The avoidance of the assimilated spellings is a writing convention, as 
the assimilations arise suddenly in the first large documents of the fifth century B.C. 
without the gradual development from dyqí to “Енлебіюуу to тўи uév, etc. one would 
expect if there had been no assimilations in the pronunciation earlier. The use of N 
may be a characteristic inaccuracy of the old Attic writing system comparable to the 
simplex writing of geminates (cf. 43.011, pp. 511ff. supra). The nasal may have been 
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somewhat more weakly pronounced before a consonant, cf. spellings like vóqn, афі, 
"ОХмлибуикос, Néadgos, etc. common in this period, especially in dipinti (cf. 41.011, 
pp. 485 ff. supra). For the Archaic Period, cf. 48.03, pp.592—595 infra. 


After the Archaic Period the assimilation of nasals is one of the areas in which the 
greatest amount of variation is observable; in some cases there is hesitation between 
two spellings even in Roman times. In general assimilation is more frequent before 
labials (л, B, Ф, и) than before velars (x, y, x), and where final nasals are concerned 
assimilation is quite a bit rarer before aspirates than before the other stops. The period 
in which the greatest degree of nasal assimilation occurs is ca. 480-323 B. C., especially 
the end of the fifth century and 400—350 B.C. Assimilation of final -v drops off 
rapidly after 300 B. C. and is virtually extinct in Roman times. 


Tables А-В on the following page show the main features of indication of assimi- 
lation before л, В, Ф, н, х, y, X in Attic texts. These may be summarized here: 


А. Internal nasals not in composition. Here the noteworthy feature is the difference between 
assimilation before labial stops and velar stops. From са. 480 on spellings like ”ОХОУлцос, etc. 
are always rather rare, although they die out entirely at no period, but in the later Hellenistic 
Period and especially in Roman times the relative frequency of dyyéMAw, тоүҳбуо, etc. to the 
unassimilated &vy£)«o, тоуҳбуо, etc. is not sufficiently great to allow it to be said that there was 
any preference for the assimilated spellings. The spelling -ур- for -ug- was extraordinarily rare 
(only three examples, cf. pp. 596—597 infra). Cf. 48.041, pp. 595—601 infra. 


B. Internal nasals in composition. Here there was always a pull between the etymological 
spelling and the assimilated one. ép- is normal before л-, B-, Q- at all periods, but év- is also found 
at all periods, slighty more frequently in Roman times. The same holds for лоу-, avv- before 
л-, B-, q-. Before velars there is more hesitation. There is no preference for ёүх-, éyy-, yx- over 
évx-, etc. in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, and in Roman times the unassimilated spellings 
are actually more frequent. mayx- is the preferred spelling in the Classical and Hellenistic 
Periods, but лаух-, previously a rare variant, is the preferred spelling in Roman times. Both 
охүх-, ovyy- and ovvx-, ouvy- are frequent in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, but the 
assimilated spellings have virtually passed out of use in Roman times. The assimilated spellings 
Еші-, лорд-, сорд- are always normal, even in the Roman Period. Cf. 48.042, pp.601—616 
infra. 


C. Final nasals. Here there is naturally a greater tendency to assimilate the proclitic Еу, which 
joined closely to the following word. ёр л-, ёр f-, ёр p- are certainly normal (i.e. considerably 
more frequent than the unassimilated spellings) in the period 480—100 B.C., but ёр л-, ёр p- 
are the only assimilations found in Roman times and are extremely rare. But assimilation before 
velars is not normal, Еу x- and Еү х- both being well attested in the fifth and fourth centuries, and 
all. assimilation of év before velars is virtually extinct after 300 B. C. Assimilation is also normal 
in the fifth and fourth centuries before -лєр. The assimilation of the definite article in the 
accusative singular and in the genitive plural to the following word is most frequent ca. 425— 
300 B.C. Assimilation is never normal, and is most frequent before л-, В-, иг, y-, and (in the 
period са. 400—350 only) х-. It dies out by the end of the Hellenistic Period. Other assimilations 
are normally found only in the late fifth and in the fourth centuries; they are not statistically very 
common, but a tendency to use them may be seen in certain individual texts. They are virtually 
extinct after 200 B. C. Cf. 48.05, pp. 616—636 infra. 


-Å лол *-X АЗ 
(Гешгоиде -ФюдАА3) 
-ФодЛаҙ «офодЛлао 

ФүүзАдю / ©үүзАлюо 


O'8I£ ayy 
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(pasane Ajazeq -x тіз "-ті тЇз) 
муо Ala. 
ззуди АЗ 


(PAISIE пам AQILAH.) 
мозузитія, 


(тешаоцдв БолхлолО.) 
Soraya, 


'O'8 Le jv 
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-Å лох *-X АЗ 


(ешпопде офрдАЛао) 
“зә “офодЛАлао 


(рәзѕәце тэм оүүзАлю) 
оүүҙААр 


Ф'ЯТЕ ЕСЕ 


-А Кол / лда и 53 /^3 


офодАлао / офодАХао 


(ешзоцде 2232 Ало) 
солХДад, «оүүэАЛо 


7078 £CE-08* 


-Å лО1:5-х АҘ 


“зэ “офодАлао 


олоХлал "ФУУЗАЛО 


'O'8 088 24094 


ЗМУЧЯЛ AXOATA STVSVN JO NOLLV'IIWISSV :8 ЯЛЯУЛ 


(Ешлоиде 
муди ria. “зүол 113) 
куди Ala. “3you АЗ 


(тешаопде лолозхАН,) 
молозмтія, 


(тешаоцде болмай ҰО.) 
Sonny, 


‘O'@ I£-ECE 


муди ala mta 
тзүош A3 /тіз 


(тешіоцде Amj93x Ag.) 
моля, 


(тешаопав болай ҰҮО,) 
Sourriayo, 


7078 £c£-08F 


aor АШ. 
1зүош AZ 
молозхаН, 


(ges 4 ээ "ю(тіуйоді) 
SOLANO. 


'O'8 08r 240jog 


S'IVISVI 440444 STVSVN ЧО NOLLV IIWISSV СУ 4'I8V.L 


jeseu тешу 


чош$ойшозә ш 
TESEN 


uonisoduio» 
UI 100 [ESEN[ 


[е0 [еш 


uonrsoduioo ш 
ІРЗЕМ 


цоцвоёфшоэ 
ur зои [еѕем 
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7039 ‘лол “аҙ 


“эзэ ‘aor oro АЗ 


-10A40 / -2000 


'O'8 TE ayy 


"X AQA аҙ 


7032 *-үүао/-үлао 


‘Oa re ayy 


(Аро 22uo лцүйзойца) 
7242 '-X0 510 АО1 


7233 “01 (тешопає 1Шүйто 53) 

(jewouge 1цүшо(о)з) «нка ня АҘ 
"шүшө Аҙ 06:102 / Тиүйдд лэ 

733 ‘01 

о фито} Aq үешшоиде 53 

да “aga “өлтір АҘ mY 93 / АЗ 


рэзвэне А|әтей [үе 
-10000 “-дїолао <іоойо 
4 9240 -103 99161 -1043 


Ф'ЯТЕ ЕСЕ “078 ЕС6-08% 


Х ЧЧОЯЯЯ S'IVSVN ЧО NOLLV'IIWISSV 


([euriouqe - x01) 
Be 
-N AQL “лз АГ 


(үтешшдоцде -yano "-удз) ([guu10uqe -үлад MLINA) 
“Хо “үүр “NAO “юшузүүз 


‘Oa I£-£c€ 72/4 ЕСЕ-08% 


V ЯЧОЧНЯ STVSVN ЧО МОШУЧІЙЛУЯЗУ 


é 


(c[£ux10u uone[rursse) 
(5 Unum -o 5- PIM) 
ллтїїюүю 503 ‘amagriao 501 


“а TTaVL 


9 ЯПЧҮ1. 


і 


728 088 240jog 


(e[eur1ou) 
“VAR HN лох 


(cpeurzou) 
-үлао 


'O'8 09% 240jog 


[еѕеи геш 


uonrsoduioo ш 
Їевем 


|евец үед 


uonrsoduroo ut 
JESEN 
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Assimilation of a nasal to a following б, à, or с resulted in denasalization with a 
geminate consonant as the result, e.g. ёр “Рббол, біло, сбоуос, ёс Zápor, 
батійть, etc. The resulting geminate was simplified only in the case of -с/- ОС, e.g. 
otne (Ес othànı is much rarer), avor- (avoot- is rarer and not found in Roman 
times), but always ёс Уброх, Әсіл, etc. The spellings тбоғибтоу, éàZoAXapivi 
(cf. Ебше іп the same text) are due to the practice of writing geminates simplex in the 
Archaic Period (cf. 43.011, p.511 supra). A single case of éAovoíat is found in a 
fourth-century inventory (cf. 48.055 d, p. 633 infra). Tables С-Р supra show practices 
involving assimilation of nasals before 4 and о in cases where there is sufficient data. 
For detailed analysis and evidence for assimilation before 2-, o-, cf. 48.0421с-4 
(év-), p. 605 infra; 48.04244-48.04245 (ovv-), pp.615—616 infra; 48.055 c—d (final 
-v before 0, X), pp. 632—633 infra; 48.0561-48.0562 (final -v before 0-), pp.633— 
635 infra. 


Before w- and E- assimilation of final -v is very rarely found (cf. 48.055 a—b, p.632 infra for 
the examples). Before $ only the expected -v is found, cf. Еу Zéat (examples in 7.03, по.1е, 
p. 152 supra); ovvGevEavt II? 1673.36 (this part of the text re-found, cf. AE 1971 p.83) (333/22, 
cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv. 


Lit.: MS? pp.110—113; Lademann pp.66—76; A.S. Henry, СО n.s. 17 (1967) pp.284—293. 


48.03 Treatment of nasals / С in the Archaic Period 


In the period of the earliest texts and until about 490—480 В.С. nasals are almost 
invariably written N when before consonants, whether in final position or internally, 
e.g. tov Ма|бавбмі, “Еулебіоуос, 6уфі, “ОЛууллбуихос, etc. 


There are too few examples to allow certainty, but it is reasonable to suppose that -ур- did 
not occur internally, e.g. үрарда- was normal. Perhaps the final nasal before о tended to assimi- 
late more, as there are more examples of indication of assimilation in the writing in this instance 
(тӧсєрӣтоу, éaZaXayiv:, cf. d) infra). 

The reason for these characteristic Attic spellings with N is probably not phonetic, but due to 
a writing convention analogous to the Attic writing of geminates as simplex during the same 
period (cf. 43.011, pp. 511ff. supra). If one could see the development of nasal assimilation 
actually occurring іп the writing system, the expected progression would be "ОЛОцлос з 
Europos, вор 022 — ёр лодеї — воспаєц лоХЛбс. But in fact some of the earliest examples of 
written indication of the assimilation of nasals involve final consonants, e.g. otéoap, Eotecep, 
where the assimilation would presumably have been last to develop. It is very doubtful that the 
nasals of Ємубс, буф, Пауфаїос, буүгХос, etc. were really pronounced [n] rather than [т] 
or [n]. All pre-consonantal nasals were simply written N by convention: there was after all no 
separate letter for the.velar nasal, and there was also a tendency to write the etymological 
spelling in cases of composition, i. e. £v influenced the spelling of "Evnediwv. 


a) Internal nasals (not in composition) 
'Okvvmov(ixo АМ 78 (1963) p.110, no.2 (= SEG 22.68) (са. 550) sep. mon.; лєул[- I? 472.1 
(= LSAG p.77, no. 25) (ca. 550—540?) ded. 
*P?]óvBog ІЗ 469 (= LSAG p.77, no. 17) (са. 570—560) ded.; УлобурЦхос 12 474.1, 2 (= DAA 
p. 106, no. 102) (490—480) ded. 
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"Ауфіубоєс IGAA p.118, no. 2 (= SEG 3.55; 15АС p.77, по.20) (ca. 560) sep. mon.; *Ауф[-- 
Р 995 (= IGAA p.147, no. 68) (са. 500) sep. mon.; viv@ect І? 773 (init. s. V a.?) ded. 

Ebávyelog В 583 (= DAA p.75, no.71) (са. 5002) ded.; “Ауубилос I? 495.1 (= DAA p.26, 
no.22) (paulo post 480) ded. (cf. p.598 infra); áv[yeXov--- 12 609 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.33, 
no. 18) (just after 490) ded. 

yivx&[vev Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 332, line 7 (fin. s. Ма.) decree (deme); ávx(aXop лоёоод (note 
final ш!) Meiggs- Lewis p.54, по.26П (= 1 763 + new frr.) (post 480) publ. ded. set up after 
victories over the Persians. 

For ёуүбс, cf. b) infra. 

Evidence is largely lacking for internal -up- not in composition, but -щі- was probably normal. 
(Еү)оашӛтеме occurs оп а ded., probably of the hieropoioi, dating possibly to the year 558 B.C., 
cf. I2 392.3—4 (cf. DAA p.357, по.328); here М is written for -up-(cf. 43.011, pp. 511ff. supra). 
Slightly later than 480 B.C. is yoappal[tixds, cf. 12 626 (= DAA p.410, no. 383) ded. But later 
зүр- is at least attested, cf. voí(vuaxa (cf. 48.0411а, p.596 infra); x£xovvyau, éyoavpatevev (cf. 
48.0411 b, p. 596 infra). 


b) Internal nasals in composition 


"Еулєдіоуос IGAA p.136, no.42 (= SEG 3.56) (ca. 540) sep. mon.; hóvxogíovog (= ho 
"Еулооіомос) 12 508 (= DAA p. 408, no. 381) (init. s. V a.?) ded. 

évyóc 12974 (= IGAA р. 130, no.23) (са. 5502); 12 1026а (= IGAA p. 140, no. 50) (ca. 550); 
Р 995 (= IGAA р. 147, no. 68) (ca. 500 aut paulo post) sep. monuments. Whatever the origin of 
ёүүдс (cf. DEG 2, p.309), іс behaves as Еүүшүгйс, etc., and was most likely regarded as a 
compound of v at this time. 


So also only М before № and p in composition: ovvkéyoavtes I? 393.2 (= LSAG p.77, 
по.21) (ca. 550?) bronze ded. of the tamiai; evvusioy[ev I? 920.3 (= GVI 1, p.660, 
no. 2042) (ca. 500) sep. mon. (L.). 


c) Final nasals 
Before л, B, ф, х, ү, X: 
£v лолёрох I? 976 (= IGAA p. 133, no. 34) (ca. 560—550?) sep. mon. 


--]v:x[-- Hesperia 17 (1948) pp.86ff., Block 1, lineb2 (= LSAG p.78, по.44) (500—480) 
sacred law; - -Ју : x[- - ib. Block 2, Face B.k 11. 

то обу п000400уү үубавтал І? 984 (= 1САА р. 118, no.3) (paulo post 550) sep. mon.; xaxéOexev 
хоћбу ІЗ 1012 (= IGAA р. 137, по.44) (са. 550-540?) sep. mon.; Кодоу лоібоку|Елебехеу 
Р 1016 (= ІСАА p.136, no.41; LSAG p.77, по.22) (ca. 540?) sep. mon.; ліуілду nacav АМ 
78 (1963) p. 145, no. 12 (= SEG 22.73) (поп post 530) sep. mon.; боброу лоісоеу I? 817.3 (ca. 
550?) ded.; хоолёу халобоа- I? 662.3 (= DAA p.367, по.332) (525—500?) ded.; de[xat]ev 
лог 12 623.2 (= DAA p.270, no.234) (fin. s. Via.) ded.; үерарду хтёрас АМ 78 (1963) 
p. 141, по.11, line 5 (са. 510) sep. mon.; dvé8exev Кетіос 12 650 (= DAA p.43, по.40) (ca. 
500) ded.; ҺоВјоу ла1бес 12 3941.1 (= LSAG p.78, по. 43) (са. 506) ded.; ávéOexev ГЛалніо 
I? 601.2 (= DAA p.268, no.233) (fin. з. Ма.) ded.; ávé8exev хібаооһб6с 12 547 (= DAA 
p.89, по.84) (са. 500) ded.; бехбтеу mardi 12 543 (= DAA p.50, no.48) (510—500?) ded.; 
Juévov xooyó[vov I? 622 (= DAA p.282, no. 248) (init. s. Va.) ded.; 'Agvovou&yev xat I? 555.1 
(= DAA p.84, по.79) (ca. 500) ded.; Гудбоу хаб I? 514.1 (= DAA p.221, no. 186) (са. 500?) 
ded., *Aguotiov xat I2 552 (= DAA p. 101, no. 94) (490—480?) ded.; бехдттүу ҳоро, "Авцо- 
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vóOcv ХоловбЄно 12661 (= DAA p.225, no.191) (ca. 500?) ded.; pavtedv peacpootvar 
P 503 (= DAA p.272, no. 236) (init. s. Va.?) ded. (L.); Перобу хїлуйдеуо. В 763 (= Meiggs- 
Lewis p.54, по.26) (post 480) ded., also has Фухь, cf. а) supra; отЕсан лобове, dvyíaXoy 
лоёбон, cf. d) infra; dvéOexev В[-- I? 716 (= DAA p.400, no. 372) (са. 480? arguments of DAA 
p. 401 notentirely certain) ded.; etc. 


Before p: 

1tó|v це|ббуду Hesperia 17 (1948) pp. 86ff., Block 1, lines а3-4 (= LSAG p.78, по.44) (500— 
480) sacred law; tov Мо(оабоу--, "Авєуаїоу uv[-- 12609 (= Meiggs-Lewis p.33, no.18) 
(just after 490) ded.; xaí8ov uv&p' буси 12643 (= DAA р. 53, no. 53) (init. s. V a.) ded.; (Xov pe 
12508 (= DAA p.408, по.381) (init. s. Va.) ded.; хтєбуоу uoigav 12585 (= DAA p.31, 
no. 28) (490—480) ded. 


Before A: 
itév Xo[-- Hesperia 11 (1942) p. 332, line 9 (fin. s. VIa.) decree (deme). 


Before o: 
£660y0óv oe АМ 78 (1963) p. 145, по. 12 (= SEG 22.73) (non post 530) sep. mon. 


d) Exceptional cases of assimilation 


Most of those on stone texts are of the early years of the fifth century and are the first 
examples of the assimilations found frequently after ca. 480 B. C. 

vüpqoouotv. 12 778 (сі. Robinson Studies 2, p. 349, no. 1) (fin. s. VIa./init. s. Va.?) ded. (L.); 
orëgap лобове 12763 (post 480) ded., also ávy(aAop лоёоа оп new fr. (note avyt-, cf. a) 
supra), cf. Meiggs - Lewis p. 54, no. 26 Il; Пеооду xAwapevor ib., cf. c) supra. 

ёр лб 12 4.1, 13, 14 (485/4) decree; the first examples of the normal fifth-century spelling; 
Aapstge[-- I? 526 (= DAA p. 101, no. 94) (490—480?) ded. 

лоїи uév 12 834.1 (ca. 520? cf. SEG 21.93) ded., but pév x--- ib. 1. 

ваше, éàZoAayivi (= ёйр pé, бас [^ sav] Zahapivı, cf. 48.011, p.575 supra) I? 1.4, 2 (fin. 
s. VIa., cf. Meiggs -Lewis p. 25, no. 14) decree (L.). 


tõoepátov (= tóc оерблоу, cf. 48.011, p.575 supra) IGAA p.136, no.42 (= SEG 3.56) (ca. 
540?) sep. mon., has "ЕулеФоуос, cf. b) supra. 

ойх оо лоооооду for olxtigov лоосорбу is probably a careless omission; so also tò хобтаму 
in I? 4.24 (cf. p. 636 infra); for the peculiar Еліберов тоёс, cf. p. 638 infra. 

Many comparable spellings with N are found among the graffiti and dipinti. Cf. e.g.: 
фохеотду лбутоу 12919 (= LSAG p.76, no.1) (са. 7252), ёлоієсау aoqiauvaw xaAóv 12 522 
(s. УТа.?); Еу үс Stxeu I? 790 (s. УІ a.?); а)уфотеооюіу І? 484.2 (perhaps late eighth century, cf. 
LSAG p.76, no.2) graffiti; ---фоу pavédexev І? 450 (post 550, cf. L$AG p.68, and note 1); 
--Whafiév[t]es 12 454 (fin. s. Via./init. s. Va.) bronze dedications; Фауфаїос, Поуфойос are 
the normal spellings for this signature on vases, cf. ABV рр.235-236; ARV? рр.53-54, 125- 
130; Paralipomena p.109, p.333, for which Параф!ос (cf. 29.002, p.408 supra) is a rare 
variant; other dipinti, e.g. 'AvBoóovoc ARV? p.174, Ambrosios painter по. 17; "ОлФуладос 
ARV? p.263, Syriskos painter no. 54; "ОХуулібборос ARV? p. 316, Proto-Panaetian group no. 4; 
*Avgitolte ARV? p.459, Makron no.3 (= CVA, England 5, plate 28.2); etc. Assimilated 
spellings are rarely found in the dipinti before ca. 480, e.g. TAeuxóAeuog ARV? р.1625, 
Euergides painter no.52bis; TAeuxóAevog ARV? р. 1699, cup in Cervieto (but ТАєулодец- 


Treatment of final consonants 595 


twice on ABV р. 178, Tlempolemos potter no. 1) (cf. 41.022, p. 490 supra). Nasals are frequently 
omitted in the dipinti, e. g. убт), Néadgos, "Одили», etc. (cf. 41.011, pp. 487—488 supra). 


48.04 Assimilation of internal nasals 


The examples are of two types: the nasal is not recognizable as the final element of 
a lexical item, e.g. лерло, Ларфахтубс, dyyéAAo, тоүҳбуо, etc. (48.041 infra); the 
nasal is the final consonant of an item used in composition, e.g. Éuxogoc, éuqavíGo, 
ovyxAntixde, озгүүеүлс, etc. (48.042 infra). 


48.041 Assimilation of internal nasals (not in composition) 


48.0411 Assimilation of internal nasals/__labials 


a) ca. 480—323 B.C. 


Assimilation to M is the rule before л, В, Фф, and p. М is exceptional, but occurs 
sporadically throughout the period in all types of text. 


Thus in the tribute lists: Aavqoaxevoí occurs іп 12 195.22 (= ATL 2, no. 5, col. 4.10) (450/49); 
Hesperia 41 (1972) pp.418ff., line 17 (= ATL 2, no.33 + new fr.) (418/7); cf. Aalypo[axevot 
in ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.90 (447/6); elsewhere Aauqoaxevot, e.g. I? 194,5 (= ATL 2, no.4) 
(451/0), 12 196.3 (= ATL 2, no.7) (448/7), 12 202.10 (= ATL 2, по.12) (443/2), P 212.31 
(= ATL 2, no. 22) (433/2), I 218.13 (= ATL 2, no. 25) (430/29), etc. 

LehvvBeuavoi occurs in I? 194.14 (= ATL 2, no.4) (451/0), but elsewhere LedvpPguavot, e.g. 
В 198.58 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.57) (447/6), 12 200.21 (= ATL 2, no. 10, col. 1.26) (445/4), 
P 202.9 (= ATL 2, no. 12) (443/2), I? 212.33 (= ATL 2, no.22) (433/2), etc.; cf. ZeXvvfiguavóc 
in I? 116.9 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p.267, по. 87), ZekupBoravdc in ib. 12, 26, 35, 
38, a decree. Always Лаџлбуєа (Лайлоуєібс), ӨриарВало, Iyoo in the tribute lists. 

Other cases of failure to assimilate nasals/__x, B, p, Y 

In fifth-century texts: 

cf. e.g. Тоёрлоу 12 928.15 (L.) (465/4) cas. list, but (Ебє)улодос ib. 92; лоулЕс, лғуфӨё, I? 
84.26, 27 (421/0) decree, alongside Харлад|-- ib. 34; [уй]уфос 12 190.17 (са. 420) sacred law, 
alongside Aa]pBavéto ib. 37; Фуфро| ооцс I? 106.15—16 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16) decree, has 
also хоуул-, oxvvB-; "IavBoc Hesperia 12 (1943) p. 45, Fragment L, line 60 (not part of SEG 
10.424 = 12964, etc., cf. SEG 21.131) (s. Va.) cas. list; |у|оуфа| Шо Hesperia 10 (1941) p.38, 
no. 3 (500—450) horos; etc. 


In fourth-century texts: 


cf. e.g. vuvqàv АМ 67 (1942) p. 55, no. 89 (init. s. IVa.) ded. (priv.); xevi[-- II? 179.3 (ca. 350, 
cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, no.321; SEG 21.260) decree, AjavBóvovrag ib. 15; "Avq|vagáov 
11? 338.27—8 (333/2) decree, but "Ацфіарбою ib. 15; "Ауфообоу Agora 15, p.59, no.49, 
line 45 (= AE 1917 p.40, по.92) (328/7) decree, but in line 57 of the same text: 'Apquaogóov; 
“Аус II? 347.11, 16 (332/1) decree; ле) лтте 12 448.2—3 (323/2) decree; "Одумліом, II? 
1257.В6 (324/3) decree (ovAXoytig тоб бїроо)) Абулауос REG 73 (1960) p.88, line27 
(= SEG 23.87) (ca. 390—375) pryt. cat.; лёултос ІІ? 1425.162 (368/7) inv., but лёрлтос ib. 
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142, 152, 179, 191; Улобуфіхос Hesperia 32 (1963) p.36, no.33 (356/5) cat. of names; 
лёултос II? 1640.4 (354/3) inv., ávn£Ao ib. 11, ávpógioxog ib. 19, but отооүү0Хос ib. 22, has 
EvBoXo ib. 25 (L.); леултос II? 1444.6, 12 (ca. 344/3) inv.; xévzoc Hesperia 5 (1936) p. 393, 
по. 10, line 139 (= new fr. of 12 1582, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no.16) (342/1) inv.; 
дуфьдёоц, II? 1627.317 (330/29) inv., has обулоу ib. 230, but ёр лади, арфотер-, ён реу, 
IlápquAoc, би фідакубам al.; уууфаїкбу Hesperia 26 (1957) p.18, no. S7, line 9 (са. 330?) 
inv.; ZxavBovióóv II? 1672.94, 132 (329/8) inv., but Уханф- al.; "Охууліуом IP 8883 (ante 
350) sep. mon., alongside éxéxvooey matda (!); ауфг[- IP 12378 (450—350) sep. mon.; vóvqouc 
II? 4545 (са. 400) ded. (priv.); vovatg АЈА 57 (1953) p.281 (= SEG 12.166) (са. 370—368; 
cf. SEG 19.218) ded. (priv.); Meonvßoravóg ІІ? 9338 (са. 350) sep. mon.; Әгреултос II? 7195 
(post 350) sep. mon. has бшфотео- twice; Aav, Ламлт, Ламлто II? 3105.8, 10, 13, 15, 23, 35 
(= Reinmuth p.51, no. 13) (329/8 aut 324/3) ded., but Aap, Лаџлт, Лаџлто, Ларлхоє ib. 24, 
26, 28, 43, 46, 47, 52; etc. Cf. Еблоул(ос on a rf. amphora of ca. 410 (dipinto), Hesperia 18 
(1949) p. 306, no. 1; etc. 


There seems to be only a single instance in this period of -vp- for -ци», cf. тоїудала 
in the inv., II? 1672.303 (329/8) (L.). Perhaps -vp- here is due to a pedantic attempt 
to avoid -үү- and -ші-, note отооуүйХос, Еулооос, etc. elsewhere in this text. Cf. 
хЄхоюуроц, Еүсауцдлеуеу in b) infra. 


b) 323-31 B.C. 


Before л, В, Ф, and w assimilation of the nasal to p is again the rule. Failure to 
assimilate occurs sporadically in all types of texts: 
Cf. e.g. лёулт[цс] IP 381.3 (320/19) decree, but Лацлтоєйс ib. 2; лЕулт(еь Hesperia 10 (1941) 
p. 268, no.69, line 4 (319/8, cf. SEG 21.310) decree; охуүоу[фо]осас II? 463.77 (307/6) decree, 
but үојиффоос̧ ib. 57; |ауолбу(ло)» II? 477.3 (305/4) decree; лЕ|л|оуфе II? 502.15 (302/1) 
decree, alongside сорлерфӨєїс in same line; лёул[тт Hesperia 2 (1933) p.398, по. 18, line 6 
(307/6) decree; 'AvqvávaE IP 1954.5 (306/5) сас; уууфиха II? 1485.54 (307/6) inv., has 
xópvpfoc ib. 41; névater II? 1363.2 (fin. s. IVa. aut init. s. Ша.) sacred calendar; [лејултт, 
”ОХддуладдо(с II? 2326.5, 13 (ante 264) cat.; лоуліу лбулем И? 1283.6—7 (263/2, cf. SEG 
24.155) decree (Thracian aliens), xovzf[v ib. 14, alongside népmew ib. 11, лорлтуу ib. 11, 15, 
vuuqaío ib. 18; novais II? 1247.7 (са. 250) decree (mesogeioi), but лонтйс ib. 24; лёултоу 
124675.5 (са. 250) ded. (priv.); ломулії IG П, по.602.4 (= Il? 1245.4, needs correction) 
(249/8) decree (mesogeioi); "ОХдулахос II? 1958.16 (post 250) cat., Лошттовдс al.; Хтроу- 
Bí(xov) 02 913.14 (ca. 211/0—202/1) decree, alongside Лацллоєїс, Парботбдон ib. 25, 22; 
névnt[et Hesperia 26 (1957) p.31, no.4, line 3 (193/2) decree, but ouy[n--- ib. 5; леултеі 
Hesperia 3 (1934) p.21, no. 19, line 3 (166/5) decree; zévzy Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff., 
line3 (= Hesperia 15 [1946] p.201, no.41; Hesperia 4 [1935] p.71, no.37) (127/6) decree, 
Елбулеосоау ib. 22, Хаулбаба ib. 23, etc. (-У- / x is normal in the first two decrees on this large 
stele, lines 1—100); Лаултоє0с̧ Polemon 4 (1949) p.33, no.29 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; 'OÀvv[x -- 
II? 10344 (not part of II? 1034abc).32 (s. Ia.?) cat. fr., Пацфілом ib. 15; лёултс Hesperia 17 
(1948) p. 25, no. 12, line 1 (95/4) decree, but néuxtng ib. 38; etc. 


There are two examples of -vu- for -Іші-: хёхохурои, in the sep. mon. of a Phoenician, 
112 8388.8 (= GVI 1, p.479, no.1601) (init. s. Ша.); this text contains a number of 


other peculiarities due to the foreign origin of the writer (e.g. I for &, cf. 7.012b, 
no.12, p.143 supra; ғіхбооЛЕоу, cf. 16.011, p.302 supra; dé{y} лобіо”, [үхтє- 
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тауиотов, cf. 41.0212, p.489, and 48.0211, p.580 supra); гүраура|тєвєу II? 1046.3 
(52/1) decree (L.). Cf. тобураха in a) supra. 


c) 31B.C. and later 


M is virtually standard. Thus in the more than 120 Attic dedications (on altars) of 
the year 132 A.D. to the Emperor Hadrian with the epithet ”ОХОрлдос, cf. Hesperia 32 
(1963) pp.61ff.; II? 3228 (last part), 12 3288, 112 3290—II? 3301, II? 3303, II? 3304, 
II? 3306, II? 3307, 12 3311, 12 3313--П2 3316, 112 3318, 12 3319, П23324-12 3383 
(= SEG 21.705 —732), only five have the spelling 'OXvvzu-: II? 3338 (= Hesperia 32, 
plate 26, no. 53); II? 3367 a(in add.) (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p.75, no.73; Hesperia 32, 
no.82); Hesperia 4 (1935) p.60, no.24 (— Hesperia 32, no.27); Hesperia 23 (1954) 
рр.257-8, nos.43—4 (= Hesperia 32, nos. 34 and 33); both "Одуулі- and 'OXvum- 
have been recorded for the now lost II? 3381. 

The unassimilated spellings with N occur occasionally, but chiefly in private texts. 
СЕ e.g. Ламлтоєбс 112 2338.19, 21, 22 (27/6-18/7) cat., has лаці- and лауф-, Пориёутс; 
Фо0буфодоу, бадехбуфадом II? 1367.10, al. (7 times, duq- twice) (fin. s. Ip.?) sacred calendar, 
also has лаух-, cf. p. 608; Поулфуюс Hesperia 11 (1942) p.44, по. 13, line 1 (130— 150p.) cat.; 
Поулішу Поуліоуу(ос) II? 2073.41 (ca. 150p.) eph. cat.; "OAvvaia II? 1828.28 (post ca. 218 p.) 
pryt. саг: Nuvqàc, Nuv@ddotog II? 2231.4, 26 (ca. 230p.) eph. cat., has лхарф-, "Одуулос 
II? 2237.158 (230—235 p.) eph. cat., -ил- elsewhere (L.); "Ауфішу II? 9396 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; 
“ОХдулохд оос II? 10093 (s. Ip.) sep. mon.; “Ел то)уВоію II? 11518 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; Өє]о- 
zóv[xov Peek, АС 1, p.13, no.35 (= II? 6772) (s. Пр.) зер. mon.; ”ОХоулос II? 9824 (s. Пр.) 
sep. mon.; ’Ohuvaiag II? 4521 а (in add.) (s. Пр.) ded. (priv.); "ОХмуліа BCH 71-72 (1947 —48) 
p. 425, no.4 (s. Шр.), ZxavBwvidns II? 7402 (s. Пр.), >хауфоуб5Фу II? 7396 (s. ПЛЇр.) sep. 
monuments; т0у о) ІІ? 11267 (s. ПЛЇЇр.) зер. mon.; Хамволіда II? 10590 а(іп add.) (s. Ш 
Шр.) sep. mon., has ооуф-; ávzeXovoyóc SEG 19.295 (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; 'AvBoooíov IP. 9087 а 
(in add.) (s. П/Шр.) sep. mon.; vóvpa II? 4876 (aet. Rom.) ded. (priv.); "Одмулідбаюос II? 
6048 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; xovoavzteA(óog Geras Keramopoullou p.515, по.15 (= SEG 
13.224) (s. III/IV p.) horos; etc. 


48.0412 Assimilation of internal nasals/__velars 

a) ca. 480—300 B.C. 

After ca. 480 B. C. yx, үү, and yx are normal. Cf. e.g. 'AyxvAseóc, etc.: 12 379.8 
(420/19) inv.; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no.1, lines 27, 29 (= 12329.8, 10) (ca. 
414) inv.; 12 301.24 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) inv.; Елауаүхес 1271.12 (са. 436? cf. 
SEG 21.30), I? 63.34 (= ATL 2, no. А9) (425/4), I? 70.4 (424/3?), I276.61 (435— 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222), I? 114.48 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15), 1275.18, 69 (430- 
420?) all decrees; Ехо(еуе|үхето 1263.33 (= ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4) decree; Gyyehou 
12 113.2 (ca. 410) decree; XrooyyvA(ov Ебауубємо I? 535 (= DAA p.208, по.176) 
(са. 425—420) ded.; -ауубМа» 1276.19, 30, 58 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.222) 
decree, has -vx- (cf. infra); 12 108.25 (410/9) decree; 'AyyeXrj0ev І? 124.4 (406/5) 
decree; Aóyyac 12 1085.4 (446, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.137, no.51) sep. mon. set up by 
three Athenian tribes for Pythion of Megara; туухбуа 1263.52 (= ATL 2, no. A9) 
(425/4) decree; etc. 
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Exceptions are not frequent in decrees. Cf. Ехоеуеухето 1276.61 (435—414, сі. 
Meiggs- Lewis p.222), already cited supra for Фүү Хо) and ёлбусүхес, a text which 
also has both youvy- and youyy-; Әл(еу|Еухе occurs in the inv., Hesperia 43 (1974) 
p.319, no.2, line 21 (ca. 414). 

The fifth-century tribute lists are somewhat unusual in making frequent use of the 
unassimilated spellings in certain ethnics: 

Гочүхес (Вочүдекес): -yx- only in [Bovlyxeu[c] I? 198.70 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 2.69) (447/6); 
Tovyxéc 12 63.81 (= ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4); -уд- occurs seven times (cf. ATL 1, рр.256-7). 
Хїүүюн: Livyvor five times, cf. ATL 2, no. 1, col.5.13 (= I? 191.13, corrected) (454/3), ATL 2, 
no.4, col.2.26 (= В 194.35, corrected) (451/0), 12 198.66 (= ATL 2, no.8, col. 1.65) (447/6), 
В 199.21 (= ATL 2, no.9) (446/5), 12 200.13 (= ATL 2, no.10, со1.2.18) (445/4); Eiyyior 
ten times in the period 453/2—425/4, cf. ATL 1, pp.402—3. 

ZvayyeAég: -vy- in ATL 2, no.1, col.5.16 (= В 191.16, corrected) (454/3), P 200.25 (= ATL 
2, no. 10, col. 3.30) (445/4); -уу- in ATL 2, no.9, col.3.20—1 (= I? 199.22, corrected) (446/5), 
I? 205.75 (= ATL 2, по. 15, col. 2.78) (440/39), I? 222.7 (= ATL 2, no.28) (427/6 aut 426/5). 


*Avyéhitog in the ded. 12495 (= DAA p.26, no.22) of shortly after 480 В.С. is early 
enough to be a survival of the earlier practice (cf. p. 593 supra); @eavyedivoc occurs 
іп а sep. mon., cf. II? 11892a(in add.) (fin. s. Уа.). Cf. ПХоу(ү|Фуа in a defixio, 
Kerameikos 3, p. 91, no.3, lines 56-7 (са. 4502, cf. p. 8 supra). 

In the fourth century the unassimilated spellings occur sporadically for the usual 

assimilated ones; they are somewhat more frequent in the second half of the century. 
СЕ. e.g. 'AvxvAT8ev 12 5244 (са. 350) sep. mon.; Hesperia 33 (1964) p.225, no. 72, line 3 (post 
350) ded. (priv.); &vxovva: Hesperia 9 (1940) p.343, no.43, lines 354, 374 (= new fr. of 
11? 1628) (326/5) inv., but духбоас in ib. 357, 377, and ІІ? 1628.588, 319, 322, 606; IP 
1479.52, 60 (post 312/1) іпу.; бухора, etc.: ІІ? 1609.101 (ante 370/69) inv., has elaíjvevxev 
ib. 73, but &&yxvoo, fjveyxe passim al.; II 1622.293, 55, 181, 309, 327, 341, 254, 718, 261, 431 
(са. 342/1) inv., has elofjvevxev ib. 395 —6, &yxveat, etc. ib. 210, 225, 470, elonveyxev ib. 473, 
477, etc.; II 1631.665, 669, 673 (323/2) inv., but бүхооа ib. 276, 421, -үх-, -үү- al.; xaxavxun- 
oag Ш2 1672.304 (329/8) inv., has отооуүдХос, etc. (cf. infra); fjvevxov, etc.: П2 103.11 
(369/8), I 204.34—5 (352/1), II? 294.6 (ante 336/5) decrees; П? 1209.10 (post 319) decree 
(deme); Hesperia 29 (1960) p.51, no. 67, line 4 (post 350) inv. (?), II? 1582.77 (cf. Hesperia 19 
[1950] p.244, по.16) (342/1); Hesperia 19 (1950) p.260, no. 19, line 4 (339/8?); IP 1483.17 
(са. 315) inventories (cf. also II? 1609.73, II? 1622.396 cited supra); [d]vxvoontóv II? 1487.95 
(post 307/6) inv., has Пауф- ib. 60 (cf. p. 607 infra), одилас ib. 95 (cf. p. 610 infra); etc. 
&vyéAXo: П? 116.10 (361/0), Hesperia 8 (1939) p.30, no.8, line 21 (318/7), II? 479.13 (са. 
305/4), 12505.22 (302/1), has соул- and ovv-, all decrees; АЕ 1961, Chronika p.23, no.2, 
line 2 (-- Hesperia 17 [1948] p.142, по.3; SEG 22.117) (са. 330) decree (deme), has “Еха- 
tovarov; IIvOavyéXov Hesperia 6 (1937) p.462, no.10, line 2 (350—325) ded.; but read 
@eayyédov іп II2360.28 (325/4) decree (L.); ЕдауүгАос Otavy£Xov Hesperia 28 (1959) 
pp.208ff., line B8 (= ІІ? 1556.33) (ca. 330—320) іпу.; Өғауүсдгіс II? 1956.98 (fin. s. IVa.) 
cat; 'AvyeAü0ev Hesperia 13 (1944) p.229, no.3, line 4 (357/6) decree; II? 349.1 (331/0) 
decree; отооуүбХос Ш2 1672.20, 228 (329/8) inv., отоофіуүоу ib. 145, хатаухттойоцс ib. 304 
(cf. supra), but блўуєүхау ib.273—4; ІІ? 1470.17 (320) inv.; ПАауүфу Н2 8532a(in add. 
nova) (са. 350), II? 12461 (post 350) both sep. monuments; ovAevyic II? 1487.15 (fin. s. IVa.) 
inv., otAeyy[ ib. 19; etc. 
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Хаухауо: Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, lines 14-5 (363/2) decree (genos), has -vf-, ovvf-, 
соці, etc., but бүүрбэрац, П2 1232.17 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (genos); тоуҳбуо: II? 110.16-7 
(363/2) decree, has оуул-, EvvB- (L.); I? 226.11—2 (ca. 343/2) decree, but tuyy- ib. 17; Kera- 
meikos 3, p. 1, no. 1, line 8 (s. IV a.?) decree; etc. 


b) 300—31 B.C. 


In the third century the unassimilated spellings become considerably more frequent, 

especially for -уу- and -yy-. Thus fjveyxov is normal іп decrees, while fjvevxov is ап 
infrequent variant, cf. II? 725.2 (init. s. Ша.), 12 793.15 (post 255), cf. |ухе ӨЕутас in 
Praktika 1958 p.35, line28 (= SEG 22.128) (ca. 240—235) decree (troops at 
Rhamnus) with буфамєїс; II? 1311.8 (fin. s. Ша.) decree (troops at Rhamnus); cf. 
Hesperia 19 (1950) p.284, no.37, line3 (са. 300—290) inv. But on the other hand 
Gvy£AAo, etc. are nearly as frequent as аүүѓ\Ло, etc. and Aavyavw, тоуубуо are more 
common than the assimilated spellings in decrees. Cf. dvyé\\w іп H? 652.8 (paulo 
post 286/5, cf. SEG 23.65), II? 653.46 (285/4), alongside бүүё\Ло ib. 24; II? 654. 
30-1 (285/4), has ёил-, ovux-; 12 665.11 (266/5, cf. SEG 15.103), “АуүғХАйеу ib. 
48, has EvuB-; Hesperia 10 (1941) p.57, no.21, line 5 (init. s. Ша.); П2 672.25 
(279/8), has ovuq-; Hesperia 32 (1963) p.5, no.6, line 6 (279/8); 12774.Ь23 (ca. 
250), has ovvx-, all decrees; II? 1299.40 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians), 
but ayyéA\Aw ib. 14, has тоуҳбуо ib. 73; ПъӨйуүғ\ос̧ Hesperia 38 (1969) pp.459ff., 
line 265 c (281/0) cat.; 'AvyeAij0ev Hesperia 37 (1968) p.73, no. 1, line 3 (222/1) cat. 
of metronomoi; Evavyédov II? 8301 (post 300) sep. mon.; etc. tuvyavw: cf. IP 
657.29 (283/2), has ovpx-, сорф-; 112 858.3 (fin. s. Ша.) decrees; II? 1299.73 (cf. 
supra) decree (troops and Eleusinians). The assimilated tuyyavw occurs in II? 777.14 
(252/1, cf. SEG 21.381) decree; II? 1263.39 (300/299) decree (thiasotai), has ovvq-; 
Хаүхдуо in II? 1314.11 (213/2) decree (orgeones). 
Note also 'AvxvArjOev II? 700.30 (258/7, cf. SEG 21.375) decree, 112 5257 (s. Ша.), П2 5249 
(са. s. Ша.) both sep. monuments; cf. ]vxvArjOev Agora 15, p. 120, по. 129, line 36 (II? 848.28) 
(222/1) decree; “Аухооаудс II? 7923, II? 8671 (both s. Ш/Па.), “Аухчові(ттүс 12 7921 (s. ШЛа.) 
all sep. monuments; алолєфбухосіу Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.43, no.9, line 16 (256/5) 
decree; dtevyńs II? 12236 (са. 300) sep. mon.; Zavyaeuog BCH 87 (1963) p.700 (s. Ша.) sep. 
mon.; etc. 

The lack of standardization іп the orthography can be seen after 200 B.C., when 
the assimilated spellings are again more frequent. Thus in decrees (of all types) of this 
period dyyéAAo occurs more than 35 times; for dvyéAXo cf. Hesperia 16 (1947) 
p.163, no.61, line 14 (173/2, cf. Hesperia 26 [1957] p.39), П2 992.13 (post 196), 
IP 1042.a—b 1 (ca. 41/0), but tvyxávw ib. c8, -УВ- ib. 45, ер nãow ib. 42; all decrees; 
etc. Cf. also 'AvxvAirjOev: II? 5243 (s. Па.), 12 5253 (са. s. Па.), 112 5247 (s. ПЛа.), 
sep. monuments; 'Avxvoavóc: II? 7896 (s. Па.), II? 7905 (s. Па.), I 7890, II? 7906, 
II? 7914, 12 7918 (all s. ПЛа.), Hesperia 19 (1950) p.29, no.8 (s. ПЛа.?), 112 7915 
(s. Ia.) all sep. monuments; fjvevxov: II? 1329.10 (175/4) decree (orgeones), dàyyéXXo 
ib. 17—8, évi- ib. 6, ovvA- ib. 15, ovvq- ib. 18, etc.; Praktika 1958 p.29, no.6 (= SEG 
22.130) (init. s. IIa.) decree; but normally ўуєүхоу, cf. e.g. II? 968.44 (143/2), II? 
1011.7 (106/5), I 1023.22 (fin. s. Па.) decrees; II? 1134.61 (117/6) decree (amphik- 
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tyones, in Attic); ІІ? 1228.6 (116/5) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); II? 1332.16 (post 
125/4) decree (technitai?); 12 1343.23 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai), has tuyyavw 
ib. 42—3; etc.; tuvyavw: II? 850.6 (init. s. Па.) has Еоуф- ib. 10; Il? 979.14 (ca. 150), 
II? 980.24 (са. 150), AM 66 (1941) p.181, no.2, line c59 (= SEG 21.469) (129/8) 
decrees; but usually тоүҳбуо, cf. ПІ? 908.3 (181—170), П2 938.6 (ca. init. s. Па.), 
II? 945.12 (168/7), П2 995.5 (са. 150), II? 1028.36 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), II? 
1029.22 (96/5), 12 1039.27 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110), ІІ? 1042.с8 (са. 41/0), has 
GvyéAXo (cf. supra), decrees; II? 1343.42-3 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai), has 
fiveyxov (cf. supra); etc. Cf. also "Exwtvvyávov ”7Елитоухауоутос II? 10005 (s. Па.), 
"Елітоуубуоу II? 11299 (s. II/Ia.) sep. monuments; Aavyave II? 1328.6, 16 (183/2) 
decree (orgeones); q[a]oavy[t]a Hellenika 8 (1935) p.220, no.2, lines 2-4 (s. Ia.) 
horos; аухоуофбоос Hellenika 1 (1928) pp.233ff., line 5 (83/2) cat. and decree, 
alongside фүхоуофдбоос ib. 4; etc. 


c) 31 B.C. and later 

In Roman times spelling remains unstandardized. When words are well attested 
usually the unassimilated spellings are only slightly if at all less frequent than the 
assimilated ones. 
Cf. "Аухайіївем: II? 1995.5 (са. 80р.) eph. cat.; П? 5254 (s. Ір.), 125246, II? 5248 (both aet. 
Rom.) sep. monuments; but 'AvxvAijOev II? 2776.6, 94, 142 (aet. Trajani?, cf. Hesperia 41 
[1972] p. 476) financial doc. 
'Ayxvoavóc: II? 7931 (s. Ia./s. Ip.), II? 7901, II? 7886, 1I? 7916, II? 7888 (all s. Ip.), 12 7909 
(s. Пр.), 12 7912 (aet. Rom.) all sep. monuments; 'Avxvgavóc: II? 7883, II? 7910, II? 7885 (all 
5. Ip.), П2 7895, II? 7907, 127913, IP? 7903, II? 7922 (all aet. Rom.) all sep. monuments. 
dvavxaioc II? 1368.51 (ca. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, also Елауоухес ib. 86; also has бук, 
ouvx-, лаух- (cf. 48.042 infra); дуаухаїом II? 2221.22 (217/8p. aut paulo post) eph. cat. (L.); 
etc. Cf. буаухаїоу in Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., line E3 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter, along- 
side дусүхасӨў in ib. E 27. 
Both -vx- and -yx- are used in transliterating Latin -nc-, both -vy- and -yy- for Latin -ng-: e.g. 
Лобухос Hesperia 36 (1967) p.44, no.2, lines 3, 5 (100—150 p.) ded.; "обүхоу II? 4210.6 
(post 128/9 p.) ded.; "Ioóvxov II? 4512.1, 2 (ca. 150 p.) ded.; “Әоодухо II? 1349.8 (138—161 p.) 
letter (of technitai?) to an emperor; òvxíœ 1I? 3199 (s. Шр.) ded. (L.); Чобухіос II? 3194.4 
(144/5 —149/50p.) ded.; Абүүос II? 2051.37 (144/5—149/50p.) eph. cat.; Aovyo[ Hesperia 33 
(1964) p.224, no.70 (fin. s. Пр.) cat. fr.; 'Ivyévovog Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3 ff., lines 
E 43, E 56, E 81, E 85 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter. 
Убухтос: П22132.4 (са. 192/3р.): Г>а)ухтос; II? 2223.23 (ca. 218/9p.), Xó]vxtov ib. 78, 
>аухт[ос >] ib. 79 (L.) both eph. catalogs; Хйүхтос̧: II? 1773.32 (166/7 p.) pryt. cat. (L.); etc. 
"АүоӨбүүғдос: II? 2051.99 (144/5 —149/50p.) eph. cat.; II? 2199.152 (ca. 200 p.) eph. cat., has 
“Елатуудауоу; "Ауавамуємос: II? 2018.95 (init. s. IIp.), 12 2133.14 (paulo post 192/3р.), 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p.179, no.3, line 6 (s. Шр.) eph. catalogs; &yyeAoc: II? 2052.63 (145/6 p.) 
(L.), IP 2067.127 (154/5 p.) eph. catalogs; олўћоуүа II? 4840 (s. II/IV p.) ded. (priv.); etc. 
"Аууєдідеу: 12 1996.40 (84/5—92/3 р.) eph. cat. (L.); II? 1773.51 (166/7 р.) (L.), II? 1776.51 
(169/70p.) pryt. catalogs; ІІ? 2130.111 (192/3p.) eph. cat. °Ауүғ\Өєу: ІІ? 2018.27 (init. 
s. Пр.), ІР 2050.54 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191), IP 2068.58 (155/6p.), II? 2208.49, 50 (212/3p., 
aut paulo post) eph. catalogs; Hesperia 34 (1965) p.96, no.6, line 34 (aet. Rom.) pryt. cat. Cf. 
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IIAPANTEAAEIN (= magavyéAAew) Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., lineE12 (са. 
175 p.) imp. letter; dvyetov II? 7080 а (in add.) (fin. s. Шр.) sep. mon.; etc. 

“Еліллуудоу-: ПП? 1760.5 (ante 150p.) pryt. cat.; II? 2024.86 (112/3 p.), II? 2068.246 (155/6 p.) 
(L.), II? 2086.24 (163/4p.) eph. catalogs; II? 1782.22, 23 (177/8p.), II? 1792.34 (ca. 192/3p.) 
pryt. catalogs; II? 2094.68 (са. 166/7p.) (illegible now, L.), 112 2113.188 (183/4—191/2 р.), 
IP 2144.11 (s. Пр.), 12 2205.32 (init. s. Шр.), II? 2237.160 (230-235р.) (L.), 12 2242.37 
(238/9 aut 242/3 p.), І? 2245.216 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.) eph. catalogs; etc. 

“Елатуудау-: II? 8008 (s. I2a./s. Ip.) sep. mon.; II? 1973.86 (40/1—53/4 p.) eph. cat.; II? 9575 (bis) 
(s. Ip.), П2 9572 (з. ІЛІр.) sep. monuments; II? 1764.49 (138/9p.) pryt. cat. (L.); I 2050.57 
(143/4 p., cf. SEG 24.191), II? 2059.32 (са. 147/8 p.): “Елатум(хоу- (L.) eph. catalogs; II? 9576 
(ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; 22085.98 (161/2р.), H2 2127.21 (190-200р.), 122199.168 (ca. 
200p.), has also "Ауавдйууєдос; 12 2171.6 (s. IIp.), II? 2239.213, 215, 216(bis) (238/9— 
243/4p.) (L.) eph. catalogs; II? 8172 (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; etc. 


For the correction of an alleged "Exivvxóvov to Enituyyavev іп II? 2067, cf. 41.011, p.487 
supra. 


48.042. Assimilation of internal nasals (in composition) 


48.0421 Compounds of év- 
а) év-/__labials 


Before labial stops assimilation of v- to ёр- is normal at all periods after ca. 
480 B. C.; exceptions occur infrequently at all periods, but are particularly rare in the 
Classical Period. 


Cf. e.g.: “Еулообоу II? 9202 (са. 400) sep. mon. (L.); EvBodot II? 1640.25 (354/3) inv., has 
леуллоб, etc. (L.); "Evxooíov II? 1533.6 (post 338/7) inv., has ёр ламах- passim al., Парф-; 
Еулооов II? 337.33 (333/2) decree, alongside Енлбооіс ib.39, has EvvBada- (rare) ib. 17, 
#ёухтт|сїс ib. 40; ёулбоох II? 1672.90 (329/8) іпу.; ”Еулебос Agora 15, p.59, no.49, line 13 
(= АЕ 1917, p.40, no. 92) (328/7) decree; 'Evxeó([o]v II? 2410.24 (s. ТУЛИ a.) cat., has лорл-, 
"Okvys-; булбошу II? 360.10 (325/4) decree, alongside ¢|undowv ib. 30-31 (L.); &]viB]aXdov 
II? 463.50 (307/6) decree, has évx- ib. 59, 62; ёуфауєїс Praktika 1958 p.35, line 16 (= SEG 
22.128) (ca. 240—235) decree (troops at Rhamnus); évBodipwi Hesperia 23 (1954) p.236, 
no. 7, line 4 (214/3) decree, has оюулобебоо!н ib. 6, ovh- ib. 15, алаүү- ib. 7; Еулоовфеу II? 
1304.24 (post 211/0) decree (troops), also has сорфёроута ib.9—10, tõu peyadwv ib. 25; 
evpaviter II? 1046.11 (52/1) decree; Evpavitov[aw IP? 1043.17 (spelling regularized, cf. IG II, 
no. 482) (38/7), alongside éugavíGovow in ib. 62, decree (L.); ”Еулооихос II? 1996.238 (84/5- 
92/3 р.) eph. cat. (L.), ovuq-, Парф-, хаух- al.; "Еулоо(хоВ8) II? 11268 (з. ІЛІр.) sep. mon.; 
"Еулецоіхбс II? 9548.В 1 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; "Еулооіхо 12 3607.17 (ante 161p.) ded., 
"Еулецохоф ib. 31; ёуфотоо HSCP, suppl. 1 (1940) pp.521ff., line 5 (= ІІ? 1076.5) (196- 
217p.) decree; ”Булоогхдс ІІ? 2160.38 (s. Пр.) eph. саг, 'Evníg[vxoc 112 2184.5 (s. Пр.) cat. 
fr.; “Еулообоу 127292а(іп add.) (aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; evBeBAnxdow Hesperia, suppl. 13 
(1970) pp.3ff., line E67 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter (has évx-, etc.); etc. Cf. évpegóyueva (reading 
confirmed by D. Jordan) in the defixio, Hesperia 6 (1937) p.389, no.3, line 16 (found in a 
deposit of s. Ip. material, but orthography and writing look like s. Шр.), has dvavxatópuevoc, 
dvqóóov. 
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There is certainly an increase іп ¢v/__labials in Roman times. For the normal éun- in Roman 
times, cf. e.g. "Ецлєбо 127973.1 (init. aet. Rom.) sep. mon.; Ёрлороу II? 13132a (in text) 
(= Hesperia 7 [1938] p.470, по.29; GVI 1, p.366, по. 1242) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; éuxóótow 
II? 1099.29 (121р.) imp. letter; Ёилорос 11? 1100.41 (ca. 124p.) imp. edict; Кулі о, ёрлє- 
б0рүүцу П2 12318 (= GVI1, p.629, no.1996) (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; "Ерлодіхос, cf. e.g. IP 
2019.8 (ca. 110p.), П2 2050.143 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191), П2 2085.25 (161/2р.), 12 2103.16 
(172/3p. aut paulo post), eph. catalogs; "Euxo(oíovoc)? ог °?Енло(о хой)? II? 2028.20 (110— 
120p.) eph. cat.; etc. 
ép- is virtually universal at all periods before the nasal у». 

Cf: "“Ешкеуібо I? 556 (= DAA p.207, по. 175) (post 450) ded.; Euueva ATL 2, по. D8.48 
(= P 65; cf. AJP 88 [1967] рр.29 ff.) (426/5) decree; éupéven I2 87.23, 25, 27 (424/3); ІВ 230.6 
(са. 341), II? 236.3, 6 (338/7) decrees; II? 1196.12 (ca. 335—330) decree (deme); П2 687.55 
(265/4) decree; "Eppevidns Hesperia 30 (1961) pp.30ff., line 262 (336/5) cat.; etc. 
But there is no assimilation in "Evp{ev]i$ys, occurring in the decree, II? 208.4— 5 (249/8) (L.). 
b) év-/ —velars 
In the fifth century évx-, &yx-; буу-, ёүү- occur with about equal frequency. 
Cf. e.g. (h)evxéavu: P? 374.96, 261 (408—406) inv., (h)evxavtoig ib. 75, 95 (L.); 
бухта: ІР 1.17 (403/2) decree, Ёбүх тон and Gy yiyvytat іп the same line, has оюул-, соул, 
ouvp-, соң$-; 
éyxod[éloay[t: 12 373.208— 209 (409/8) inv.; 
éyxoXó[qoav]u: 12 313.166 (408/7) inv.; 
буку [io]: 12 310.209 (429/8) inv.; 
ёуүсафӧо: AM 59 (1934) p. 35, no. 1, line b4 (= SEG 10.10) (са. 455/4) decree; 
Ёуүоо| фон: 12 949.76 (423, cf. SEG 25.57) cas. list, has ёр П- twice; 
дутсуурафобто: 12 94.24 (418/7) decree, has éryvexág ib. 25; 
Éyyvtáxo: P? 77.6 (са. 435, cf. SEG 21.31) decree; 
ёүүрафе[: 12 75.22 (430—420?) decree; 
£vyónoic: ІІ? 10.A 9 (401/400) decree, has also боух-, ёрлоо-; 
бүүттіс: P 127.9 (post 433), ІЗ 94.25 (418/7), 12116.35 (409/7 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.267, по. 87), 12 38.8 (ante 446/5?) decrees; 12374.100—101, 267—268 (408—406) 
inv. (L.); II? 1172.22 (ca. 400) decree (deme); etc. 

In the fourth century ёүү- and évy- are of about equal frequency; évx- is rather more 
frequent than бух-, but the number of cases is not large enough to assume that évx- 
was normal. 

Еухаусауты: II? 1672.186 (329/8) inv., ёухамсь ib. 238; 

будлраг Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 65 (363/2) decree (genos), évxopova ib. 93, 
has IIavxAe(óo ib.78 and ocvuf-/cvvf-, Хамубиую, dvqo-/duqo-, ёхатоуВ-, but Сүүрблрсц, 
ib. 82; 

EyxAnua.: IP? 207.а 15 (349/8) decree; 

éyxaddor: II? 212.58 (347/6) decree; 

éyxexwuévyv: IP 244.82 (337/6) decree, has éyyun- (cf. infra); 

вухо юу: II? 233.b 9 (340/39) decree; 
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meguevxevtoioes: II? 463.62 (307/6) decree, ivxatoixoðópnoe ib. 59-60, has Ғуралфу (rare) 
ib. 50, but éyyuntig (cf. infra); 

ёухехОМ(: II? 1461.29 (post 330/29) inv.; 

Évxtovc: II? 162.b 3 (360—350, cf. SEG 23.51) decree; Н? 337.36 (333/2) decree, has ЕвуВОМ-, 
Ёулорос/Ёрлорос, ІІ? 396.3 (321—318) decree; Hesperia 43 (1974) p.322, no.3, line 17 
(331—324?) decree, has thy y-, tov хата; 

ёуүрбфо: II? 1237.97 (396/5) decree (phratry), has лотобфеу ха! ib. 119; II? 1140.15 (386/5) 
decree (tribe); II? 1650.5 (ca. 350) inv.; П2 478.10, 11 (305/4) decree; 

ёүүойфо: Hesperia 7 (1938) pp.1ff., no. 1, line 82 (363/2) decree (genos); has évx-, Aavyave, 
etc. (cf. supra); II? 1249.6, 10 (ante 350) decree (thiasotai? or orgeones?); ІІ? 1159.7 (-- Rein- 
muth p.119, no. 19) (303/2) decree (tribe); II? 1361.2, 22 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones); 
ёуүхтүтас̧: IE 111.46-47 (363/2) decree; 

буубтуу: Hesperia 5 (1936) p.393, no.10, line 138 (= new fr. of П2 1582, cf. Hesperia 19 
[1950] p.244, no. 16) (342/1) inv.; also has éyyimy ib. 124, дуу- ib. 113, леултос, etc.; 
#ёуүзшүтйс: II? 1641 а (in add.).8 (са. 350) inv. (L.); 

ovveyyuntais: AM 59 (1934) p. 42, по. 4, lines 6—7 (350—300?) horos (mortgage); 

éyyuntig, etc.: I? 244.35 (337/6) decree, has бүн- (cf. supra); II? 463.112, cf. 102 (307/6) 
decree, has évx- (bis), évB- (cf. supra); II? 1633.18 (init. s. IVa.) inv., has ёүх- ib. 5; ІР 1579.14 
(init. s. IVa.) inv.; II? 1635.102, 106, 108 (post 374/3) inv.; П2 1590.18, 21 (343/2) шу. IP 
1591.15 (ca. 343/2) inv.; II? 1593.10, 12, 14, 16, 18 (ca. 350) inv.; II? 1678.a A21, 22 (са. 350, 
cf. SEG 13.49) inv., has оюуураф-, tetra Quy л-, etc.; 

ЁҮХЕМӨ!Ц -«: 12 1648.19--20 (ca. 350) inv.; 

éyxevoidvov: ІІ? 1425.256 (368/7), II? 1428 (in. add.).204 (367/6) inventories; etc. 


In the Hellenistic Period there is still no pronounced preference for the assimilated 
or etymological spellings. 
дуеухдлтос: II? 1271.8 (299/8?) decree (thiasotai); IP 1165.25 (300—250) decree (tribe); 
II? 1310.4-5 (237/6, cf. ВСН 54 [1930] p.273) decree (troops ас Rhamnus); II? 1006.18 
(122/1) decree, but aveyxAnt- ib. 37, 61 (cf. infra). 
суёүх\тсос̧: 1I? 1235.9 (са. 248/7) decree (genos); I 1302.5—6 (220/19) decree (troops); 
II? 1292.4 (215/4, cf. Vidman p.4, no.2) decree (sarapiastai); II? 1293.2 (са. 250) decree 
(asklepiastai); II? 1328.27 (175/4) decree (orgeones); II? 1006.37, 61 (122/1) decree, alongside 
avévxdntos ib. 18 (cf. supra). 
Ёүхдлра: TI? 2788.33 (fin. s. Па.) public praise of the Athenians (ded.). 
Водлра: I? 1051.c14 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, по. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.), 
has ёуүраф- (cf. infra), ovyyeveic, ovpn- ib. c25, a 15 (cf. p. 614 infra). 


Ёухтдс: Hesperia 13 (1944) p.242, no.7, line 13 (301/300—295/4); Па 801.10 (са. 250, 
cf. SEG 24.125); H2 802.8 (= part of II2 768, cf. SEG 21.383; 24.126) (233/2) decrees. 


Éyxvovc: II? 786.27 (s. Ш/Па., cf. Рейгка, Enktesis p. 106; SEG 24.133), 12 835.26 (paulo 
post 229/8) decrees; II? 1214.27—28 (300—250) decree (deme): ёүхттүпхбу; II? 1283.5 (263/2, 
cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens), has ovvx-, top П-; П2 884.9—10 (са. 200) decree. 


évygáq-: 12 1298.20 (246/5) decree (thiasotai); H? 1051.211 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, 
no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.), has évxA- (cf. supra). 
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лооєуүсофёоу: Kerameikos 3, p. 11, no. 7, line 4 (ca. 100) decree (technitai). 

éyyoapas: Hesperia 45 (1976) pp.296ff., lines 8, 24 (204/3) decree. 

éyyoóq-: I? 1006.6, 58 (122/1) decree, has ёух-/ёүх- (cf. supra); II? 1011.5 (106/5) decree; 
II? 1028.6 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188) decree. 

Еүшүтйс: II? 1168.3 (s. Ша.) decree (tribe), alongside éyyvmr- ib. 15. 

éyyvntüc: II? 1682.17 (285/4) inv.; П2 1168.15 (cf. supra). 


The pronounced preference for the unassimilated spellings in the Roman Period can 
best be seen in the ephebic lists, where newtéyyeaqos and énéyyeaqos are only rare 
variants for лоотЕу-, Елеуүоафос. 

-eyyoagos: II? 2103.175 (172/3 p. aut paulo post); II? 2090, after lines 51, 109 (one example) 
(165/6 p.); II? 2094.56 (са. 166/7 p.), has "AvéyxAntos ib. 67 (L., 56 only); 112 2097.90 (169/ 
70 p.), has “АуЕүхоһтос "АуеүхХйтоу ib. 161; the proximity in date of the last three examples 
makes it tempting to assume that one individual is responsible for the spelling preference. 
-evyoapos: e.g. II? 2017.11, 44 (paulo post 102р.), 11 2027.7 (init. s. Пр.), I2 2044.35, 93 
(139/40р.), II? 2046.16, 45 (paulo ante 140 p.), II? 2059.69 (ca. 147/8 p.) (L.), II? 2033.26 (са. 
150p.) (now part of II? 2064 and joined to it) (L.), H? 2034.4 (ante 150p.), ІР 2083.1 (post 
150p.) (L.), 12 2068.17, 209 (155/6p.) (L.), 122085.86 (161/2p.), II? 2086.89 (163/4p.), 
II? 2102.96 (paulo post 169/70 p.), II? 2106.7 (ca. 178/9 p.), IP. 2107.32, 73 (paulo ante 180 p.), 
I 2111/12.88 (182/3-190/1р.), IF 2113.152 (183/4-191/2р.), II? 2130.138 (192/3p.), II? 
2160.5 (s. Пр.), 122193.151 (198/9—205/6p., cf. Graindor, Album p.55), 12 2191.65 (ca. 
200p.), П? 2199.144 (ca. 200р.), II? 2201.90 (paulo post 200р.), II? 2208.132 (212/3 p. aut 
paulo post), П22214.34 (post 212/3p.), 12 2235.152 (226/7—234/5 p.), II? 2237.168 (230- 
235 p.) (L.), 1I? 2242.41 (238/9 aut 242/3р.), 1I? 2245.424 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.), etc. 


Elsewhere the unassimilated spellings are also normal. 
СЕ. e.g.: ”ЕухдХМиос: 1122018.119 (init. s. Пр.) eph. cat.; II? 2020.42 (not the same man) (са. 
110p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; IP 2065.128 (150/1p.) eph. cat.; ёухФшоу: Hesperia, suppl. 12 
(1967) pp. 187—193, line 22 (= IP 1112 + new frr.) (182—184 p.) imp. letter, has ovvx- ib. 25; 
1? 2119.131, 164 (180/1—191/2p.) eph. cat., alongside Еүхіңшоу іп ib. 147, 189, 201 (cf. 
infra), has лаүхобллоу passim. 
ёухаХд: II? 1368.93 (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, evyeyeappévor ib. 50, ёуүсаф- ib. 61, 
has Елдауамхес, etc., OUVX-, лаүх-. 
évxànuátwv: Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line C15 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter, has ёУР-, 
Еуү- (cf. infra), ouvy-, etc. 
£vxexag-: II? 12794 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon. 
évyeyoappévov: Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.361ff., line 4 (126 aut 127 p.) decree (Achaean league). 
£vyo[aqf)]: Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E78 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter, has ёух-, etc. 
(cf. supra). 
évygaqeíc: П2 1110.16 (180—192 p.) imp. letter. 
£|vye(veaü o: II? 1086.21 (init. в. Шр.?) decree. 
évyuntag: П2 1113.25 (193-211р.) imp. letter: évyvņtæv; IE 1118.b2 (ca. 209/10р.) imp. 
edict: vyv[ntfjv. 
évyagaE-: Hesperia 10 (1941) pp.363ff., line 11 (= II? 1088.45) (132—138 р.) decree (Pan- 
hellenes): ёухаод ац, IP 1351.6 (ca. 170p.) decree (orgeones): ёуҳаобБау[та; etc. 
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The assimilated spellings are rather rarer. 
E.g.: бухоомої: IP 1096.8 (aet. Augusti) letter (of an Attic genos). 
Еүхдшоу: II? 1105 B.b4 (aet. Hadriani) imp: letter: бухфішом; ПІ? 2087.32—33, 64, 65 
(163/4p.) eph. cat., has лаүх-; II? 2119.147, 189, 201 (180/1-191/2р.) eph. cat., alongside 
évxdyuov ib. 131, 164 (cf. supra), лаүхобтоу passim. 
éyyvntóv: IP 1104.11 (aet. Severianorum, cf. SEG 24.150) imp. edict. 
*Ауёүхдлүгос: 12 2094.67 (са. 166/7р.), I2 2097.161 (169/70p.): *Ауёүхоктос "Ауєухдітом, 
both eph. catalogs with an atypical -єуураф- (cf. supra). 
ёуєүхаџрёут: 112 7447.4 (fin. s. Шр.) sep. mon.; etc. 


с) év-/—. 


ӨЛ- is normal in &AAeízto, etc., well attested in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods: 
£Auxóoac: ATL 2, по. D7.21 (= I? 66; Meiggs - Lewis p. 117, no. 46) (447?) decree. 
&AX[ot]z[o]: 12 373.98 (409/8) inv. 
вели: IP? 120.31 (353/2, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p.286) decree; ІІ? 1455.38 (340/39), IP 
1457.10, 11, 12 (post 339/8), 12 1534 А.97 (bis) (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inventories; AM 76 
(1961) p.127, no.1, line 24 (= SEG 21.435) (187/6), 112 949.34 (165/4), II? 956.10 (161/0), 
II? 957.7 (157/6), II? 968.49 (143/2), II? 1006.82—83 (122/1), ЇР 1023.8 (fin. s. Па.) decrees; 
12 1227.15 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); II? 1039.22 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree: 
дме [705]; Hesperia 34 (1965) pp.255ff., line 29 (= ІІ? 1025, 12 1040 + new frr.) (46/5) 
decree. 


Cf. ӘӘциеуіюс label оп a seat іп the Theatre of Dionysus, II? 5148 (aet. Rom.). 


Exceptions are rare: 
ёућеіло: II? 1315.12 (211/0) decree (orgeones) (L.); AE 1953/54 Part 1, pp. 126—129, no.2, 
line 9 (-- SEG 15.113) (са. 215) decree (paroikoi at Rhamnus); IP 1329.6 (175/4) decree 
(orgeones), has ovvi-; II? 1009.9 (116/5) decree. 


d) év-/ ОС 


Cases are rare. There is no assimilation in Еуолоубос II? 28.19 (387/6) decree (L.); 
Ёуоторубуоц I? 190.14 (са. 420) sacred law; évothoavt II? 1672.96 (329/8) inv.; the 
spelling éothoavtt in line 164 of the last text is probably an assimilation and not just 
careless omission, as this text shows а fondness for ЕУхонфроуибфу оімбуу (cf. 
48.0561b, p.635 infra), and it may have a similar assimilation in the spelling tò 
стооуубЛом (cf. 48.06, p. 637 infra). 


48.0422 Compounds of éxatov- 


a) ‘ExatopBaudv. The assimilated spelling is normal in the Classical and Hellenistic 
Periods, although “Ехатоуолфу is also fairly well attested before са. 250 B.C. 
“Ехахоуамду: 12 76.53—54 (435—414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; Hesperia 7 (1938) 
pp. 1ff., по. 1, line 88 (363/2) decree (genos); II? 2496.14 (post 350) loc.; IP 1672.33 (329/8) 
inv.; II? 1578.2 (ca. 330) іпу.; АЕ 1961 Chronika p.23, no.2, line 4 (= SEG 22.117; Hesperia 
17 [1948] p.142, no.3) (ca. 320) decree (deme); Hesperia 11 (1942) p.282, no.55, line 13 
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(= Sokolowski, Supplément p.54, no.20) (init. s. Ша.) decree (orgeones); II? 1282.2 (261/0) 
decree (thiasotai?). 

*Exatouflauóv: cf. ІЗ 298.15—16 (411/0), I? 304.90, 91 (410/9) inventories; BCH 87 (1963) 
рр.603#., lines ГІ, A1 (= SEG21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, по.18) (375—350?), ІР 
1358.24, 34-35, 41 (375—350) sacred calendars; II? 1635.7 (374/3) inv. II? 2492.6 (346/5), 
Ii? 2498.14 (321/0) locationes; II? 650.3 (286/5) decree; II? 1316.5 (272/1) decree (orgeones); 
AM 76 (1961) p. 127, no. 1, line 13 (= SEG 21.435) (187/6) decree; etc. 


In Roman times the word is frequent, and the unassimilated spelling is comparatively 
rare. 
*ExatovfBaubv: IP 2097.36 (169/70р.), 112 2111/12.42 (182/3-190/1р.), 12 2239.102 
(238/9 —243 p.) (L.) eph. catalogs. 
*ExatogBaubv: cf. II? 2024.24 (112/3p.), 12 2037.20 (125/6p.), 112 2042.5 (ca. 135p.), ІР 
2046.11 (paulo ante 140p.), П2 2050.29 (143/4p., cf. SEG 24.191), II? 2034.2 (ante 150p.), 
1I? 2065.46 (150/1p.) (L.), ІР 2067.219 (154/5p.), ЇР 2103.26 (172/3p. aut paulo post), II 
2139.8 (s. Пр.), II? 2208.103 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) all eph. catalogs. 


* b) Ғхатбилебос. In the inventories and decrees of the fifth and fourth centuries іп 
which this word is attested the assimilated spelling is normal; Ехатбулебос is an 
occasional variant. 

ёнатбиледос: 12 4.11, 18 (485/4) decree; 12256.4 (434/3), 12 257.11 (433/2), Hesperia 35 
(1966) p.336, line 42 (— 12262) (428/7) inventories of the Hekatompedon; II? 1371.5 (403/2, 
cf. SEG 23.81) inv.; II? 1423.9 (374/3, cf. SEG 21.549) inv.; 12 1424a (in add.).387 (369/8) 
inv.; II? 1425.41, 389 (368/7) inv.; II? 1457.20 (post 339/8) inv.; Hesperia 40 (1971) pp. 448 ff., 
line 9 (— II? 1477.9, corrected) (303/2) inv. 

Ехолдулебос: 13 267.92 (419/8), 12 270.135 (416/5) inventories of the Hekatompedon; II? 
1443.10 (344/3), II? 1468.6 (321/0) inventories. 


Cf. also ёхатбџВеу 12 304.7 (410/9) inv.; éxatópßora II? 3779.14 (са. 250) ded. 


48.0423 Compounds of nav- 


a) ПоарВотоётс. ПауВотббтс is a rare variant for ПоаџрВотаётс; it is attested 
from ca. 200 B.C. on. 
Пауфоута бус: Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 218, no. 15, line 18 (fin. s. IIIa.) decree; II? 2801.10 (ca. 
150) ded.; 12 2338.13 (27/6-18/7) cat., alongside ПорВотбётс ib. 20, has Париёутс (cf. с) 
infra), Лоултоє0с (cf. p.597 supra); ІІ? 1721.8 (14/3) cat.; Il? 2102.68 (paulo post 169/70 p.) 
eph. cat.; II? 7149 (s. Пр.) sep. топ. Hesperia 23 (1954) p.248, no. 26 (200-210р.) pryt. cat.: 
Па)фотабі. 

For the normal Парфотабтс, cf.: 
Il? 1604.1 (са. 376?) inv.; IP 7141.3, 6, 9 (са. 350) sep. mon.; II? 223.B 10 (343/2) decree; 
Hesperia 30 (1961) pp. 30 ff., line 22 (336/5) cat.; ІІ? 1570.91 (ca. 330—320) шу., II? 1631.505 
(323/2) inv.; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.206, no.52, line 4 (post 350) ded.; Hesperia 30 (1961) 
p. 249, no. 47, line 5 (s. IVa.) cat.; II? 7146.3 (post 300) sep. mon.; II? 791.411 (247/6) decree 
(L.); 12 766.29 (246/5) decree; ІІ? 1706.37 (fin. s. Ша.) саг; П2 7148 (fin. s. Ша.), II? 7147 
(s. Ша.) sep. monuments; II? 2362.10 (са. 200) cat. (deme names); II? 2332.65 (183/2) сас; 
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Hesperia 28 (1959) p.179, no.5, line 9 (= П2820.9) (190—170) decree: Hay[Botáónv]; II? 
1011.94 (106/5), ІІ? 1028.113 (101/100, cf. SEG 24.188), П2 840.35 (s. Па.?) (L.) decrees; 
II? 2336.42 (102/1—97/6) cat.; 12 7142 (s. Па.) sep. mon.; II? 1039.77 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) 
decree; II? 1757.43 (40—30, cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p. 174, no. 106) pryt. cat.; Ta Atbenaika 
21 (1962) p.33, no.7 (= SEG 21.907) (s. Іа./5. Ip.) sep. топ. Hesperia 29 (1960) p.45, 
no. $2, line 4 (s. Ia./s. Ip.) ded.; 123905 (ca. aet. Augusti) ded.; II? 2067.100 (154/5p.), ІР 
2128.61, 63 (190-200р.), 12 2129.9 (190—200p.) eph. catalogs; AE 1950/51 p.48, по.30, 
lines 6, 9 (= 122247 + 122250 + IP 2484) (ante 192/3p.) eph. cat.; 112 7144.3—4 (s. Ш 
Шр.), ІР 7145.4 (s. П/Шр.) sep. monuments; II? 2208.6, 80-81, 101 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) 
eph. cat.; 12 3763.2 (ca. 212/3 p.) ded.; II? 1832.9 (ca. 231/2 p.) pryt. cat.; etc. 


b) IIagqu.-. Пдёуфдос, ПоуфОл) are infrequent variants for Парнфідос, etc. at all 

periods: 
П2 10345 (bis) (ante 350), II? 12398/9 (ca. 350), ПІ? 12401 (ca. 350), ІР 5845 (post 350) sep. 
monuments; ПІ? 448.31 (323/2), II? 473.5 (306/5) (same man called Пбифдос in II? 471.4, 
decree of the same year) decrees; II? 1487.60 (post 307/6) inv., also has аух- ib. 95 (cf. p.598 
supra), обрлас ib. 95 (cf. p.610 infra); II? 683.3 (248/7) decree; II? 7700 (bis) (s. Пр.) sep. 
monument; II? 3112.36 (75/6—87/8p.) ded.; 112 2069.23 (са. 150p.), 112 2127.15 (190—200 p.) 
(his father is probably the Парфдос of П2 2090.98, П2 2133.9, eph. catalogs of 165/6p. and 
paulo post 192/3 p.) eph. catalogs; etc. 

For the normal Перос, IHayqíXn, cf. Indices to IG П, pp.41—42; to ІС ILS, p.320; to 
IG Ш, p.367; BSA 47 (1952) pp.102ff., line 75 (= II? 10 + new frr.) (401/400) decree; 
II? 9834 (ca. s. Ір.), II? 10458 (s. II p.), ІР 10644 (fin. s. Пр.), II? 12402 (s. ІЛІр.), II? 7077 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. monuments; II? 4755 (s. I/I p.) ded. (priv.); II? 2923 (s. Пр.) ded.; II? 7665.11 
(з. Пр.) sep. mon.; II? 2035.17 (ante 150p.), I? 2062.5 (ca. 150р.), II? 2063.2 (са. 150p.), 
II? 2081.11 (ca. 160p.) (L., 1122166.10 (s. Пр.), 12 2229.19 (ca. 220p.), 12 2231.49 (ca. 
230p.), II? 2261.2 (s. Шр.), Hesperia 23 (1954) p.247, no.25, line 4 (s. Шр.) eph. catalogs; 
etc. 

But лбулоу in the decree, 12 6.117, must be corrected to Һ[&]ос бу, cf. Hesperia 15 (1946) 
p. 253, line C34 (ante 460). 


с) xav-/. ц- 

Assimilation is universal. 
noppéhas Il? 1358.18 (375—350) sacred calendar; x|auuéAowvav ВСН 87 (1963) pp.603ff., 
lines A9—10 (= SEG 21.541; Sokolowski, Lois? p.36, no.18) (375 —350?) sacred calendar; 
Iloyuyuévng II? 1339.4 (57/6) decree (heroistai); II? 2338.22 (27/6— 18/7) cat.; II? 1096.12 (aet. 
Augusti) letter (of an Attic genos); etc. 


d) mav-/__velars 


лаух- occurs in nayxoátiov and several personal names; лауу- in а few names. 
The assimilated spellings are certainly normal in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods. 


nayxeatiov: П22311.35 (400—350) cat; 12 3147.3, 7 (6 examples) (init. s. Па.) ded.; ІР 
2313.31, 39 (194/3 et 190/89) cat.; II? 2314.6, 16, 32, 64 (182/1 et 178/7) cat.; IP 2315.21, 31 
(post 180) cat.; II? 2316.2 (са. 166/5) cat.; II? 956.69, 71, 73, 75, 76 (161/0) decree; II? 957.37, 
39, 41, 43, 45 (157/6) decree; ІІ? 958.62, 64 (154/3) decree; II? 960.17, 19, 21, 23, 25 (са. 
142/1) decree; Hesperia 4 (1935) p.81, no.38, crowns 1, 2, 8, 15, 16, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 


608 Phenomena of fusion 


29 (= IP 3147 + 12 3150 + new frr.) (paulo ante 130) ded.; II? 31492 (in add.).8, 10, 18, 22 
(ca. 100) ded.; etc. 

nayxeat-: I? 846.13, 15 (post 446) cat. 

Поауүхоолгібес: 12 951.9 (са. 412/1) cas. list. 

Tlayxeateva: II? 1612.294 (356/5) inv. 

Паүхобтпс̧: I? 1011, col.4.118 (106/5) decree; II? 11248 (date?) sep. mon.: IIoyoóáxov. 
Паүҳароу: II? 5797.1 (bis) (400—350) sep. mon. 


The unassimilated spellings occur occasionally in this period. 
IlavxAe(6o: Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 78 (363/2) decree (genos), has ауф-, Aavxávo, 
Gvvf-, etc. 
лаухоали аєттіс): II? 3125.5 (ante 350) ded. 
Iló]vxoAoc: IP? 1556.42 (ca. 330-320) inv. 
лаух[: II? 1954.4 (306/5) cat. 
лаухобліоу: Praktika 1953 p. 55, fig. 5 (s. IVa.); Praktika 1953 p.57, fig.7 (s. IV a.?); Praktika 
1953 p. 56, fig. 6 (s. IV/IlI a.); Praktika 1953 р. 57, fig. 8 (late Hellenistic) (= SEG 16.180— 183, 
needs correction); Praktika 1954 p.48, fig. 6 (= SEG 22.164, text wrong) (s. IVa.) dedications; 
II? 4661 (s. ТУЛИ a.) ded. (priv.). 
ламхої: Hesperia 32 (1963) p. 43, no. 50, line 5 (init. s. Па.) ded. 
Паухћёоъс̧: П2844.23, 47 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239) decree. 


In Roman times there is a distinct increase in the unassimilated spelling. 
I]avxoórov: Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.186, no.116, line 73 (са. 20) decree; ІІ? 3112.24 
(75/6—87/8 p.) ded. 
TlavxaAdoc: АМ 67 (1942) p. 108, no. 208 (s. Ір.) sep. mon. 
za vxagzíav: II? 1367.15 (fin. s. Ір.?) sacred calendar, has -оуфодос passim. 
[Пјаухобттс: II? 2011.6 (s. Ip.) eph. cat. fr. 
лаухобтьоу: II? 2038.6 (ca. 125/6p.) eph. cat.: лаухоатіом; II? 2115.19, 20, 21, 39, 40, 41 
(180/1—191/2 p.) eph. cat., has Еухфшоу ib. 27, 46; II? 2120.15, 20, 21, 27 (fin. s. Пр.) eph. 
cat.; II? 2268.5 (aet. Rom.) eph. cat. fr. 
Tlavxaenog: Il? 2097.92 (169/70 p.) eph. cat., has énéyyoaqot, ' Aveyx-, ovpq-. 
Tlayxeatys: II? 1996.39 (84/5—92/3 р.) eph. cat., has Паүхботс ib. 15 (L.). 
Паухадрлос: II? 2015.7 (part of II? 2094 of ca. 166/7 p., cf. SEG 12.110) eph. cat. 
nayxgátiov: II? 2087.66(bis) (163/4p.) eph. cat., has ёүхФшоу; 1I? 2119.142 (bis), 143, 157, 
158, 160, 172, 173, 174, 186, 197, 198, 208, 219, 221 (180/1-191/2р.) eph. cat., exhibits an 
unusual preference for -үх-, has бүхдорцоу ib. 147, 189, 201, but Еухфшоу ib. 131, 164. 


Паүхдотс: II? 1996.15 (84/5—92/3p.) eph. cat., also has Паүхобттс (cf. supra) (L.); ІР 
2037.19 (125/6 p.) eph. cat. 

Note also xavyeve[(] II? 13210.17 (ca. 150p.) sep. mon.; лаүүеугі оп a similar text, II? 
13209.10 (ca. 150p.), known only from early copies. 
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48.0424 Compounds of ovv- 


48.04241 ovv-/_x-, B-, ф- 


a) In the fifth century the assimilated spellings are normal. 


For сур», cf. e.g.: 
одилас: ATL 2, no.A9, col.1.118 (= 1264.8) (425/4) trib. list; ІЗ 91.23 (434/3) decree; 
12 324.101 (426/5 —423/2), 12 313.148 (408/7) inventories. 
yovux[A£v: 12 99.10 (416/5) decree. 
EupBáAXXo: 12 128.4 (432/1? cf. SEG 21.37), P 114.53 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) decrees. 
(xoupBod-: 12 16.12, 13 (469—450, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.66, по.31); ATL 2, no.D7.11, 16 
(= 12 66; Meiggs- Lewis p. 117, no. 46) (4472), P 113.23 (ca. 410), I? 116.22, cf. 18 (409/8 aut 
ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 267, no. 87), I? 136.1 (s. V a.) decrees; etc. 


Exceptions occur infrequently. 
ouv[Bodevev: 12 22.6 (450/49 cf. SEG 23.7) decree (L.); but xJovvyyoa[qéc virtually certain in 
ib. 3 (cf. 48.04243 a, p. 612 infra). 
оуулобЕоутос, Еууфрочдеоваутас: Both in I? 106.18, 19 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16) decree. 
cvvnQvtóveov: Il? 1.7, 32 (403/2) decree, avvfloAeóev ib. 25, оуулобттеу ib. 46, alongside 
соувомас ib. 18, ovpnépnev ib. 24. 


b) In the fourth century and during the Hellenistic Period the assimilated spelling 
is normal before all labials. 

a) For the frequent Ева) вобам, there is a rare variant EuvfaAAeo0a.. 

For Боурдй одон, cf. e.g.: П? 106.10 (368/7), 112 110.11 (363/2) (L.), I? 218.12—13 (346/5), 
II? 223.10 (343/2), I? 337.17 (333/2) (has Еулооов ib. 33, cf. p.601 supra), 112 394.7 (321- 
318), II? 659.18 (283/2), II? 850.10 (init. s. Па.), II? 862.3 (fin. s. IILa./init. s. Па.), II? 1042.45 
(са. 41/0) decrees; cf. ovvBadAntat II? 1361.20 (post 350) sacred law (orgeones); суурадА вм 
Il? 2631.3, II? 2632.3 (s. Ша.?) two horoi of a deme, in the same hand; соуВаХ II? 1685.A,4 
(init. s. Ша.) inv., has ovvxà- ib. B47, B46. 

Instances of охуВ- in other words are fairly rare in the same period, cf. II? 246.3 
(са. 350) decree; Il? 466.32 (307/6) decree, has суух- ib. 24 (L.); II? 1671.3 (са. 330) 
inv., has ovoot- ib. 7, ёлерВаае ib. 10, 13; cf. Praktika 1954, p.69 (text on eikon 
no.6) (fin. s. IVa.) decree; 112 1241.51 (300/299) decree (phratry); II? 1322.2 (fin. 
s. Ша./іпіг. s. Па.) decree (amphieraistai); II? 1327.15 (178/7) decree (orgeones), has 
ёр ласу ib. 16, ёр n(vax ib. 24, едоеуфейас ib. 19 (cf. 41.021, no.4, p.489 supra) 
(L) 

The rarity of ovvB- in this period cannot be accidental as ЕоиВдХ одон, ovpfaívo, 
ovuBoAov, etc. are well attested. 

B) Failure to assimilate ovv- before ф is more frequent. Thus in the fourth century, 
cf. соуфёоо in II? 179.211 (ca. 350, cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, no. 321; SEG 21.260), 
Hesperia 7 (1938) p.289, no.17, line11 (= Hesperia 2 |1933) p.395) (340/39?), 
II? 467.11 (306/5), has ovvpaywv ib. 10 (L.), II? 492.21 (303/2) decrees; H? 1238.4 
(ca. 350) decree (phratry). 
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For сорфёоо, cf. II? 233.b 22 (340/39), II? 428.6 (post 336/5), П2 483.14 (304/3), 
II? 505.12 (302/1), II? 557.27 (post 306/5), 112 558.35 (ca. 303/2), II? 563.13 (307- 
300) decrees; II? 1260.4 (307—304) decree (troops at Sunium); etc. 

Ovvq- is comparatively well attested in the last three centuries before Christ. 
соуфёроу: II? 641.25 (299/8), Dinsmoor, Archons (1931) p.7, line 25 (= 12 649.25) (294/3), 
II? 655.16 (285/4) (L.), II? 844.14 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239), has сорфео- ib. 18, 
gvvoovnBÉévra ib. 9, оюулоаүратЕйшутоц ib. 17, П2 1055.27 (са. 100) decrees; II? 1263.14 
(300/299) decree (thiasotai); II? 1264.10 (300/299) decree (hippeis). 
to guvqéoov: АМ 67 (1942) p.11, no.9, line 6 (250-200) decree (troops at Rhamnus); II? 
1329.11 (175/4) decree (orgeones), соуфооутієїу ib. 18-19, has ovvotaA- ib. 11, ovvAa- 
ib. 15, єіоўуєухєу ib. 10; II? 1343.10 (са. 37/6) decree (soteriastai), has ovAXoyfis ib. 11. 

Cf. av]ve[o]va II? 1013.37 (fin. s. Ia.) decree, has соџВоло ib. 8, ёилоо- ib. 29, 34, 35, etc.; 
асбуфоооу II? 1062.10 (ca. 50) decree (L.). 

But the assimilated spellings were certainly normal throughout this period; ovp- 
фёро occurs more than twice as often as ovvqéoo in groups of decrees dated to any 
half-century within the period 300—50 B. C. 

у) It is before the voiceless stop л that failure to assimilate обу is proportionally 
more frequent. Cf. the following examples from before 300 B.C.: 
суулоХеробута: II? 110.7 (363/2) decree, has ЕоурдААвофац ib. 11 (L.). 

[o]uvz[o]óv(voov: II? 235.25 (340/39) decree, has ovuzto[ávvev ib. 13. 

оуулобебоов: II? 336.69 (333/2, cf. SEG 21.278) decree, cf. II 455.5 (307/6) decree; II? 489.7 
(303/2) decree; II? 494.10 (303/2) decree; II? 502.7 (302/1) decree, has сорлєрфб'єкс ib. 15. 
Oluvxopunev-: II? 466.24 (307/6), has сбуВода ib. 32 (L.). 

ov)vzaow: Hesperia 8 (1939) p. 35, no. 9, line 30 (303/2) decree. 

сбулам: II? 1647.3 (са. 350) inv.; II? 1627.230 (330/29) inv., has 4уфібеоц ib. 317, but би 
дь e.g. ib. 278, ёр реу ib. 275, Mapplrov ib. 433, ёр фібахміом ib. 313, 315-316, бүхэрох 
passim. 

оуулдлүоФу: II? 1668.71 (347/6) inv., has оуух- ib. 82, соуото- ib. 72, ovufoAóv ib. 73. 

But the assimilated spellings were certainly normal, cf. more than fifteen cases of 
сорлобедооі, in decrees of 315—300 B. C.; сбилас іп naval inventories, II? 1624.125 
(336—330), II? 1612.232, 236 (356/5); etc.; одарлос also in II? 1487.95 (post 307/6), 
alongside дух- (cf. p. 598 supra), Пауф- (cf. p.607 supra) inv. 

Gvv7t- occurs occasionally throughout the period 300—31 B.C.: 
оуоулдлуооўута: II? 1685.В,7, B46 (init. s. Ша.) inv., has ovvBad[ ib. A,4. 
ouvithevoavtes: AE 1953-54 Part 1, p.130, no.3, lines 11, 34 (cf. SEG 15.112) (ca. 225) 
decree. 
оуулЕрлраутес: II? 1006.15 (122/1) decree, has ZYNEAPOI = охулобебоох ib. 5, ЕроЛіран, 
ib. 3, ёр Mov[veyian ib. 29, etc. 
оуулоотоеудцеуос: II? 1039.29 (79/8, cf. SEG 22.110) decree, has ovppétgous ib. 30, ёр- 
лецжос ib. 19, čupavitovow ib. 14, etc. 
guvz[ooe]óoytqu: Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 65, no. 31, line 25 (s. Ia.) lex sacra. 
gGuvxoósógo Not rare in decrees throughout the period: 112 641.10 (299/8); Dinsmoor, 
Archons (1931) p.7, line 6 (= IP 649.6) (294/3); Hesperia 7 (1938) p.100, no.18, line 8 
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(282/1); П2 666.5 (266/5, cf. SEG 15.103), avugégovu ib. 13; П2685.8 (265/4); IP 781.6 
(250/49); П2 832.6 (229/8); 112 837.7 (227/6); 112 838.9 (226/5); Hesperia 23 (1954) p.236, 
no.7, line 6 (214/3); II? 886.5 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239; SEG 16.78); II? 890.5 
(188/7); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.59, no.14, line 38, where ovuxoósóoo is incorrectly printed, 
cf. plate 11 (= П2912.4) (ca. 210/9—201/200); ІР 948.7 (init. s. Па.); Hesperia 33 (1964) 
p. 192, no. 41А, line 6 (са. 1302); II? 1005.5 (122/1); II? 1006.5 (cf. supra) (122/1); II? 1008.3 
(118/7), alongside EvpB- ib. 66, 79, Убииахос ib. col.2.107; II? 1009.31 (116/5), has ёулЕГ- 
лоутес ib. 9, ЕорфоХеодон ib. 13, 49; II? 1011.4 (106/5), alongside сурлобебоді, ib. 33, 65, 
EuufáAXeoÓa: ib. 24, 46, 56, оордахос ib. 18, 68, 78; II? 1012.9 (112/1); II? 1034.а-с5 (98/7); 
12 1046.6-7 (52/1), has éyoavpatevev (cf. p.597 supra); II? 1043.5 (38/7), has évpavitovow 
ib. 17, ovvpétoous ib. 29, but cuppaywv ib. 9, 12, éuqaviCovot ib. 62 (all L.). 


In the third and second centuries B. C. ovux- was certainly normal, cf. cupmededeot, 
more than twice as frequent as. орулодЕбоон, in the first century B.C. examples of 
сюул- are about as frequent as ovpn- but attestations are few. 

с) In Roman times only ovpg- and охуф- are frequent. The assimilated spelling was 
certainly normal: cf. the names Хорфёроу, Zópqoooc, etc., where spellings in ovvq- 
account for slightly less than 20% of the attestations. Both spellings may occur in the 
same text, cf. Xóvqooog 112 2212.16 (init. s. Шр.) eph. cat., alongside Z]uppdgov 
ib. 48, >мпфеооутос ib. 21. 

GvvB- is rare in Roman times: 
obvBiov: II? 10590 а (in add.) (s. Шр.) sep. mon. 
схуВобћоіто: II? 13189.27—28, I? 13202.10 (L.) (both ca. 150p.) sep. curse-texts set up by 
Herodes Atticus; contrast six instances of avufáXoto in other texts of this type: I? 13188.21, 
II? 13191.30—31, IP 13192.17—18, П2 13193.33—34, II? 13196.26, II? 13203.6 (all ca. 150p.) 
and one case of ovpBovdAouto, II? 13195.27—28 (ca. 150р.). 

Cf. obp[BloAa in an imp. letter which otherwise consistently avoids assimilation (has évf-, 
оуух-, Gvavxaiov, etc.), cf. Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3 ff., line E6 (са. 175 р.). 

Both ovun- and оюул- are fairly infrequent; ovvz- occurs sufficiently frequently that 
it may be assumed that the unassimilated spelling of ovv- was more common before 
the voiceless stop than elsewhere, as it had been in the Hellenistic Period. Cf. e.g. 
оуулдедфоаутес II? 3003.5 (init. s. Ip.) ded.; ооулобебоов II? 1072.4 (166/7р.) 
decree; оФулаутос II? 1074.8 (cf. Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.193, no.121) (са. 
120p.) decree; ovvavetv 12 2291.b 22 (fin. s. Пр.) oration of ephebes; обулаоа 
II? 3692.7, II? 3699.12 (both ante 250 p.) dedications; etc. 


48.04242 ovv-/__p- 


a) In the fifth century assimilation is the rule. 
Cf. e.g. (ҳ)съциаҳ-: 12 39.27 (446/5), 12 50.23 (440/39), I? 51.1 (433/2), 12 55.6 (cf. BSA 49 
[1954] p.29) (ca. 430, cf. SEG 14.7); I? 57.42 (423), I? 71.45 (ca. 436, cf. SEG 21.30), I? 97.18 
(416), I2 98.5 (416/5), I? 102.3 (412/1), 1 116.15 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.267, 
no.87) decrees; 12 301.14 (409/8, cf. SEG 23.35) шу.) etc. ovp|[yer]xcov: 12 310.302—303 
(429/8) inv. 
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Failure to assimilate is rare: 
хон) урахос: І? 86.6 (420/19) decree. 
yJovvpayiav: I? 26.5 (ca. 448) decree. 
xoó]vua[xlou SEG 10.48.21 (= Р 52.21, corrected) (433/2) decree, alongside youppay- ib. 2, 
16. 

Probably also youvpay- in 12 10.22, 23, 30 (453/2, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.89, no.40) decree 
from an early copy; бог youpay- recorded for ib. 40, cf. р. 512 supra. 

b) In the fourth century and Hellenistic times ovvp- is scarcely attested: 
ovvu&xov: ЇР 467.10 (306/5) decree, has avvq- al. (L.). 


Contrast ovupay- passim in decrees of the period 400- са. 50 B. C. and otppetxtos, 
frequent in inventories of the fourth century B. C. 

In a decree of 38/7 occur both бдоурётроос, cf. II? 1043.29, and сориёхоу ib. 9, 
12 (L.). 

с) In Roman times ovvu- again competes with oupp-, cf.: 
ovvpay-: II? 10191 (s. Ip.) sep. mon. 
Хмураубум: 1I? 2167.21 (з. Пр.) eph. cat. (anthroponym). 
ovvpétgous: Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p.108, no.24, line 34 (= II? 1108.6) (ca. 176-180р.) 
series of imp. letters. 


But сущим is also found, cf. e. g.: 
ovppay-: I 3299.5 (132р.) ded., alongside ovvy- (L.); II? 1091.8 (138—161p.) decree (Pan- 
hellenes). ` 

That ovup- was normal is evident from many cases of the name Zbppaxos in pryt. 
and eph. catalogs: 
П2 1970.21 (45/6р.); 12 1735.6 (40/1-53/4р.); 1121973.49 (40/1-53/4р.); IP? 1996.47 
(84/5-92/3р.); 11? 2049.139 (142/3p.) (L.); II? 2068.190, 255 (155/6р.) (L.); I1? 2097.265 
(169/70р.); ІІ? 2111/12.46, 47 (182/3-190/1р.); II? 1813.7 (ca. 200р.); 1I? 2212.43 (init. 
s. Шр.); 12 2221.48 (217/8p. aut paulo post) (L.); etc. Cf. also II? 3801.6 (ca. 150p.) ded.; 
II? 6745 (s. Ір.), 11? 11781 (aet. Rom.) sep. monuments; etc. 


For Zupayia, cf. 43.012, no.3, p.515 supra. 


48.04243 ovv-/. velars 


a) In the fifth century ovyy- is slightly more frequent than сууу-; there are probably 
too few examples of ovyx- and ovvx- to allow a judgment whether one spelling was 
normal. і 
Hesitation between the assimilated and etymological spelling can probably be seen in x]ovvy- 
voa [qéc, occurring in a decree, cf. I? 22.3 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7) (L.); the suggestion of Bradeen- 
McGregor p.32 that an Ionic yJovyye- has been corrected to an Attic yJouvye- by mere insertion 
of the ny without removal of the extra gamma is unjustified, as the evidence does not warrant 
the assumption that the assimilated spellings were ‘Ionic’ in this period. 
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youvyeag- occurs іп a decree, I? 76.48 (435 —414, cf. Meiggs -Lewis p. 222), alongside xovyyoaq- 
in ib. 3, 59. 


Other cases of the unassimilated spellings are: 


youvyeyoappéva: AM 66 (1941) pp.171ff., no.1, lineB11 (= SEG 10.38; 21.27) (са. 445) 
sacred calendar. 


youvueipeva: 12 18.4 (457—445, cf. SEG 21.7) decree. 

youvyeag-: I? 44.6 (са. 445) decree. 

xlovivxe[(ueva: Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 80, no. 8, line 15 (= 12 90 + new fr.) (422) decree. 
оууүсаф-: I? 109.8 (410/9) decree (L.). 

Evvxertau: II? 1.17 (403/2) decree, has EvxAnpa, оюул-, соил, ovup- al. 


For the assimilated spellings, cf.: 
соүх\ғєцбутоу: 1291.17 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree. 
yovyyoug-: 12 24.8, 14, 18 (са. 448, cf. SEG 21.20) decree; 12 45.15 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 
10.34) decree; 12 377.19 (434—432) inv.; 1281.16 (421/0) decree; 12 844/845.А4 (410—405, 
cf. SEG 21.94) lex sacra. 
avy[yeapod)pevoc: 12 310.181— 182 (429/8) inv. 


b) In the fourth century and the Hellenistic Period there is certainly no preference 
for the assimilated spellings. ovyy- is somewhat more common than ovvy-, but before 
х and У, ovv- is more frequent than ovy-. 
ovyxe(peva: II? 1678.2 А 8 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv., has ovyy- al. 
ovyxAntos: 12 945.5 (168/7) decree, has ovpx- ib. 7; II? 1224.e11 (са. 166) decree (cleruchs), 
has ovvyagńoovta: ib. ab 18 (cf. infra). 
ovvxatactoéwopau: II? 127.44 (356/5) decree. 
ovvxohAjoas: II? 1668.82 (347/6) inv., has ovvy-, ovyy-, ovvz- al. 

OvvxOAANt-: IP 1533.29 (post 338/7) inv. 

ouvxatetattovto: HH? 237.12 (338/7) decree. 

сууха 6: Hesperia 21 (1952) p.355, по.5, lines 14, 19 (337/6) law of the nomothetai, 
оюухатаст ур ib. 8. 

Jovvx[: Hesperia 28 (1959) pp. 208 ff., line 37 (= II? 1559.12) (са. 330-320) inv. 

ovvxAcvou: II? 2350.1 (fin. s. IV a./init. s. Ша.) cat. 

оуухоісттіш; ІР. 1283.14 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian aliens): ovvxatq[ováva]u; 
ovvx[at]éornoev 12 774.b 8 (ca. 250) decree, has оууфаутос ib. 14. 

воух(ошоффоцу: Hesperia 11 (1942) p.287, no.56, line 11 (= ІІ2791 + new fr.) (247/6) 
decree. 


одухӘлтос: 02 897.4 (185/4) decree; Meritt, Athenian Year p.195, no.3 (= SEG 21.440) 
(181/0) decree. 

BovXevtnoto[r О0|ухдлүсос: Hesperia 41 (1972) p.46, no.2, line 2 (= 112954 + Hesperia 37 
[1968] p. 272, no. 11) (166/5) decree. 

оууүоуффоас: 12 463.77 (307/6) decree, has évx- bis. 
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ovyyeag-: ІІ? 204.68 (352/1) decree; 11? 1540.51 (ante 350) шу., П2 1678.а А 15, 16, 18, 19, 
aB39 (ca. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv., has ovyx- al.; II? 1668.95 (347/6) inv., alongside ovvyoaq- 
ib. 2, has охух-, охул- al.; ІР 244.7, 41, 42, 47 (337/6) decree. 
оууүсав-: П2 1668.2 (347/6) inv., alongside ovyyoaq- ib. 95 (cf. supra), has оюух-, avvx-. 
For ovyeag- іп II? 1670.25, cf. 41.011, по.38, p.487 supra. 
сууубуєшу: II? 885.17 (са. 200) decree. 
ovyyeveis: Il? 1051.c25 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree, has 
Ёудлүра, évyoó qois ib. a 11, с14 (cf. p. 603 supra), ovun- ib. а 15 (all L.). 
guvxoorjoau II? 457.b 18 (307/6) decree. 
ouvyagjoovtat: II? 1224.аЬ 18 (ca. 166) decree (cleruchs), has обүхдлүгос ib. е11 (cf. supra). 
ovvxefjoacO [au]: II? 968.16 (143/2) decree. 
ovyx- is not attested. 


c) In Roman times the assimilated spellings have virtually passed out of use: 
оуухдл-: Hesperia 10 (1941) рр.72#., no.32, line 39 (85/6-94/5р.) ded.; 12 3610.6 (ca. 
150p.), 12 4071.19 (са. 150p.) dedications; II? 1368:126 (са. 162/3p.) Iobacchi regulations, 
has суухеуфойобио ib. 157, has дуаумаїос, ёухой-, etc.; II? 3646.2, 11 (fin. s. Пр.) ded.; II? 
4079.6 (s. Пр.) ded.; II? 2208.8—9 (212/3 p. aut paulo post) eph. cat.; Hesperia 12 (1943) p.81, 
no.25, line 10 (215—217p.) decree; II? 3709.13 (ca. 250p.) ded.; II? 1120.7 (301p.) imp. 
edict. š 
”Аабухомос: SEG 19.295 (s. Пр.) sep. mon., has ávzxeAovoyóc (cf. p. 597 supra). 
ouvxex@onta: II? 1099.16 (121р.) imp. letter. 
ovvxopidijs: II? 1100.7, 12, 28 (ca. 124 p.) imp. edict. 
ouvnex[wonxa: Hesperia, suppl. 12 (1967) pp.187—193, line 25 (= 121112 + new frr.) 
(182—184 p.) imp. letter, has Еухоціюі ib. 22. 
ouvxeywgńoðw: II? 1368.157 (са. 162/3 p.) lobacchi regulations, has орухдар, etc. (cf. supra); 
Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff., line E99 (ca. 175p.) imp. letter (has ovvy-, évf-, бух», etc.). 
оуухаФГбофовы: Hesperia 10 (1941) p. 85, no. 37, line 6 (= 112 1081/5 + 1I2 1116 + new fr.) 
(203 p.) decree. 
суухтт[: II? 1086.24 (init. s. Шр.?) decree, has ovvoo[ ib. 4. 
оууүовфедс: II? 5506 (aet. Hadriani) sep. mon., the text is in Old Attic (archaizing) style with 
Н = [hl], etc. 
ouvyevidos: II? 3299.5 (132 p.) ded., alongside сорибҳох in the same line (L.). 
cvvyooqéa: II? 3669.7 (ca. 269/70p.) ded. 
очуүс|уеіас: 122 6797.6—7 (s. Шр.) sep. mon., has ерфдсіп ib. 1. 


Exceptional: 
ovyyeagéa: II? 3806.2 (fin. s. Пр.) ded. 

Ovvxéat, сууу дуа: are normal in the various sep. curse-texts set up (ca. 150p.) by Herodes 
Atticus, cf. II? 13188.22; IP 13189.29; II? 13190.29; II? 13191.10; II? 13192.20; II? 13194.24, 
40; 11213195.16, 30; IP 13196.27; ІІ? 13197.16; 112 13198.18; ІР 13200.13; IP 13201.22; 
II? 13202.12—13; II? 13206.10. The only exception is Оюү| Ёол in II? 13208.2, known only 
from a copy of Lenormant, perhaps inaccurate. ouvyéat also in Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) 
pp- 3ff., line E15 (ca. 175 p.) imp. letter. 
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48.04244 сбу-/ 2 


Тһе fifth-century cases аге too few to allow judgment whether ovAA- ог ОЮУД- was 
normal or both were used with about equal frequency. 
xoluéyeva: ATL 2, по. 07.8 (= 1266; Meiggs- Lewis p. 117, no. 46) (447?) decree. 
xovAMéqooua: Р 39.7 (446/5) decree. 
xlovAXéqae[oc]: I? 42.24 (ca. 446) decree. 
ovvi[oyéas: I? 129.3 (ante 415?) decree. 
соул Вӧғу: Hesperia 22 (1953) p. 268, no. 6, line 107 (= 12 325.21) (ca. 414) inv. 


Failure to assimilate is rare in the period 400—31 B.C.: 
ооуХоүйс: Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 73, no. 29, line 19 (228/7) decree. 
ovvAevovoyóv: II? 1329.15 (175/4) decree (orgeones), has avvq-, ovvot- al. 


Contrast the following: 
cvAXoy-: IP 411.17, 19 (post 336/5) decree; 112 1254.22 (post 350) decree (paraloi); II? 1257.B3 
(324/3) decree (ovAXoyeic тої бом); II? 1425.126, 129, 225 (368/7) inv.; II? 790.20 (235/4) 
decree; Hesperia 23 (1954) p.236, no.7, line 15 (214/3) decree; 12 890.14 (188/7). decree; 
II? 1004.12 (122/1) decree; IP. 1343.11 (ca. 37/6) decree (soteriastai); etc. 

For the Roman Period, cf.: 
ouJAAnBSyv: II? 2291 b.23 (fin. s. Пр.) oration (ephebes), has ovvzveiv al.; but cf. ovvAmqévta: 
Hesperia 10 (1941) p.78, no.34, line 6 (з. Пр.) letter of a Roman official; ovvAfjrvooec: I? 
10699 а (in add.) (s. ЦЛЇЇр.) sep. mon. 


48.04245 обу-/.0- 


Not frequent enough in pre-Roman texts to allow a judgment as to what was 
normal, cf.: 


суоовноцубоўоу: I? 91.17 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree. 
ovootoip[Ov]: II? 1671.7 (са. 330) inv. 
--guatágeuc: ЇР 1051.c4 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.). 


But cf. also: 
ovvotomoet: II? 1668.61, 72: (347/6) inv. 
ovvavaAOGow: II? 1329.11 (175/4) decree (orgeones). 


In Roman times usage was not standardized, and both ovot- (ovoot- is not found) 
and ovvot- are well attested. Normally a single text is consistent in its choice of the 
assimilated spelling or the etymological one, but a ded. of the third century A.D. has 
both, cf. оі соо[тбта!], tov avv[otoeuua]ráoxnv in II? 3768.2—4 (post 243/4p.) (L., 
line 2 now broken: oi o[votétat)). 

Cf. e.g.: 
ооотаттс: II? 1970.15 (45/6 p.), II? 2024.9 (112/3 р.), II? 2104.5 (173/4 p.) all eph. catalogs. 
суусталтіс: II? 2023.63, 67, 70, 73, 76, 79, 82 (ca. 112 p.) eph. cat.; IP 3740.20 (142/3 p.) ded. 
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одотоециа-, оюотрериатбохцс: Il? 2055.4 (145/6р.), 12 2087.26 (163/4p.) eph. catalogs; 
II? 3749.8 (169/70p.) ded.; 12 2124.6 (190—200 p.); П2 2129.3 (190—200p.); II? 2197.11, 13 
(paulo post 200p.); 12 2222.7 (217/8р. aut paulo post); II? 2233.10 (ca. 230р.); II? 2237.62 
(230—235 p.); II? 2239.191 (238/9—243/4p.) (L.) eph. catalogs. 

оууотоврно-: ІР 2047.7 (140/1p.?), I? 2113.40, 43, 44, 45 (183/4—191/2p.), ІІ? 2127.6 
(190—200 p.), II? 2203.76 (paulo post 200p.), II? 2208.82, 90, 92, 111, 112 (212/3 p. aut paulo 
post), II? 2245.301 (262/3 aut 266/7 p.), Hesperia 11 (1942) p.71, no.37, line 24 (= Hesperia 2 
[1933] p.505, no. 17) (fin. s. Шр.), AE 1950/51 p.48, no.30, line 5 (= 112 2247 + II? 2250 
+ II? 2484) (ante 192/3 p.) all eph. catalogs. 

Ovvotén: II? 1121.44 (305/6 p.) imp. edict. 

сојустёфауо: II? 2025.7 (112/3 р.) eph. cat. 

For ovvGevEavtt, cf. p. 592 supra. 


48.0425 -уВоотос̧/-рВоотос̧ 


Both v and y are found in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods, cf. Ав уроотос in 
II? 494.9, but Ав шфоотос (the same man) in 112 493.9, two decrees of the year 
303/2. Cf. also [K]AeóvBootog 12929.28 (са. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) cas. list, has 
[5]оуфёошос̧ ib. 46; “Ехеу(Вобтом 1I2365.b 14 (323/2) decree. But "Exepfoóto 
II? 63.2, cf. 8 (ante 378/7) decree; Ztn]owoóro II? 1635.104 (post 374/3) іпу.; 
ФовВооГтоу Il? 674.26 (273/2) decree. 


48.05 Assimilation of final v 


Examples are most frequent іп the fifth and fourth centuries B.C., and the pheno- 
menon has ceased by the beginning of the Roman Period. Assimilation is well attested 
before the labials x, B, ф, and p, and the velars x, у, and x. Assimilation of Еу before 
ot- is also well attested in the phrase Еу otn (cf. p.634 infra). Assimilation before 
6, A, E, wy is rare (cf. pp. 632—633 infra). 


48.051—48.054 Assimilation of final nasals/__x, В, Ф, p, х, у, X 


Assimilation is better attested before labials than before velars. 

The large number of examples can be divided into four groups: 

a) Assimilation of Еу. As might be expected, the proclitic Еу shows the greatest 
amount of assimilation to the following word (pp. 617—620 infra). 

b) Assimilation of áv, Stav, etc.; бу. Well attested, especially in phrases like 
ёди ий, Os би ВоодХусоц, etc. (pp. 620—624 infra). 

c) Assimilation of the definite article. Very frequent, especially in the fourth 
century; rare before 425 and after 300 В.С. The assimilated spellings never comprise 
as much as 50% of the instances (cf. pp. 624—629 infra). 

d) Other types. Certain texts show particular fondness for assimilations of other 
types, but examples are otherwise not of great frequency (pp. 629—632 infra). 
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For обу sufficient data is lacking to justify analysis. Note оўу хахбі in verses оп а 
public sep. mon., AM 57 (1932) p.142, по. 1, line 7 (= SEG 10.410) (446, cf. SEG 
21.123). 


48.051 Assimilation of &v/. л, B, P, p, х, Y, X 


a) év m-, èp n-. 

a) Assimilation is frequent before л іп the fifth century from the 4805 on. Thus in the frequent 
formula ёр xóAe the spelling Еу лОА is unusual: cf. 12 82.18 (421/0); I? 106.22 (409/8, сі. 
SEG 24.16); I? 112.5 (410/9): év лӧ[\1?; I? 146.6 (fin. s. Уа.?): бу xó[Aeu; all decrees. But 
normally ёр xóAet, from the decree of 485/4 on, cf. e.g.: 124.1, 13, 14 (485/4); 126.33, 119 
(ante 460); I? 32.5 (451/0, cf. SEG 21.9); Hesperia 14 (1945) p.85, no.4, line 9 (са. 450); 
р 27.9 (450/49, cf. SEG 21.15); Hesperia 16 (1947) p.78, no.1, line 9 (= 1236 + new fr.) 
(са. 447/6); 12 35.19 (ante 445) (decree fr.?); 12 45.18 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34); I2 91.15, 
21, 30 (434/3); 12 55.3 (сі. BSA 49 (1954) p.29) (ca. 430, cf. SEG 14.7); I? 76.50—51 (435- 
414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 222); 12 56.24 (са. 4302), I? 153.2 (post 446, ante 430); Hesperia 11 
(1942) p.230, no. 42, line 7 (430/29, cf. Hesperia 21 (1952] p.349); Hesperia 13 (1944) p.211, 
no.2, line 11 (= II? 55 + new fr.) (428/7); AJP 88 (1967) pp.29ff., line 26 (= new fr. of ATL 2, 
no. D8; 1265) (426/5); Hesperia 14 (1945) p.115, no. 10, line 3 (425/4); Hesperia 14 (1945) 
p. 106, no.9, line 38 (= 1268а + I2 69b—c + new fr.) (424/3); 1290.23 (422, cf. SEG 21.46); 
I2 117.8 (408/7): бу [xóXev; I? 157.6 (post 446/5); I? 170.4 (446—404) all decrees; I? 188.61 
(= Sokolowski, Lois? p. 18, no. 10) (ante 460) law (deme); cf. ёр z[ÓXew? in I? 840.10 (cf. SEG 
25.7) (init. s. Va.?) lex sacra; ёр móe also in the inventories, I? 372.1 (409/8), I? 313.5 (408/7), 
12 314.4 (407/6); in а few fourth-century decrees, II? 53.7 (390—370, cf. SEG 24.77); 112 57.4 
(ante 386); but Еу лОХе, in II? 8.2, decree of 424/3 inscribed shortly after 403/2, cf. SEG 19.16; 
24.9. 

Еу is usually assimilated before л in other phrases in this period, cf. ёр xe[5(ov I? 840.12 (cf. 
SEG 25.7) (init. s. Va.?) lex sacra; ёр ле|біої I? 842.C7—8 (ante 446/5) sacred calendar; Ен 
nohépor АМ 57 (1932) р. 142, no. 1, line 2 (= SEG 10.410) (446, cf. SEG 21.123) verses оп a 
public sep. mon.; ји лоотауєќон I? 77.4 (са. 435, cf. SEG 21.31) decree, alongside Еу noutaveior 
ib. 13; ёр лауохіюі ІЗ 127.10 (post 433) decree; ёр Пот[єоѓсх I? 945.1 (432/1) cas. list, ёр 
ло(орахокс ib. 11; ёр Потем5 айн I2 57.28 (423) decree; “а Поте боол 12 949.40 (423, cf. 
SEG 25.57) cas. list, ер Подої, ib. 48; “д Пеоаһе( Hesperia 22 (1953) p.240, no. 1, line 33 
(= 12 329.14) (са. 414) inv., but ѓу Поолоутіб», I? 195.25 (= ATL 2, по. 5, col.4.13) (450/49) 
tribute list. 

B) In the period 400—100 B. C. assimilation of év before x is certainly normal, although 
examples of failure to assimilate are not infrequent in all types of text. Occasionally texts contain 
both spellings: ёр IIetooue[t II? 1388.68 (398/7) inv., alongside Еу лімахіом, ib. 57. Note also 
the inv. of objects dedicated by manumitted slaves, Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff. (= 112 1554- 
II? 1559 + new frr.) (са. 330—320), where only ёр Пе», etc. occurs on Face А, cf. lines 100, 104, 
112, 148, 371, 497, 501, but on Face B (in a more slovenly hand), both ёр П-, etc., e.g. lines 
B60, B70, B94, B96, B212, B214, and бу Пецо-, etc., e.g. lines B 19, B37, B40 (for ёл Tegart 
іп ib. B35, cf. p.637 infra). Ед Пецсие, Ен mavel Hesperia 5 (1936) p.419, no. 15, lines 4, 8 
(196/5) decree, but Еу xou[tavelan, Еу ласі ib. 34, 35. 

This sort of inconsistency is more frequent in the first century B.C., cf. £u лаа, ёр TIeuoauet 
II? 1029.19, 22 (96/5) decree, ѓу Птодецаїом ib. 25; ёр ласац II? 1039.57 (79/8, cf. SEG 
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22.110) decree, alongside бум хас|ЦУ ib. 7; ёр Перо[еї 112 2336.83 (102/1—97/6) cat., but 
£v Пехооие ib. 140 (in the same hand; lines 1-51 in the other hand). 

У) In Roman times ёр л- is very rare: ёр ПаХХоб(ал II? 1096.3, 11 (aet. Augusti) letter (of an 
Attic genos); ёр Пеоафе II? 5146 (aet. Rom.; Augusti?) label оп a theatre-seat. 


b) év B-, ¿u B- 

ЕУ is assimilated before $- in fifth-century texts: ёр Bvtavríor 12 943.49 (440/39) cas. list; Ен 
Воёа› 1245.28 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decree; ойма “|р Вале, Hesperia 22 (1953) 
р.268, no.6, line 94 (= 12 325.9) (са. 414) inv.; ён [g]oA& 12 114.28 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) 
decree. 

In the period 400-100 B. C. assimilation before В- is normal, but £v f- is sufficiently common 
that it cannot be described as rare. Thus іп decrees Еу фочлеуоттобо is exceptional: II? 361.5 
(325/4); II? 912.3 (210/9—201/200); Agora 15, p.118, no. 128, line 43 (= 12917 + new frr.) 
(223/2); but normally ён Вохлғотпоѓо:, e.g.: Hesperia 21 (1952) p.367, no.8, line 6 (303/2); 
II? 847.6 (215/4); Agora 15, p. 132, no. 147, line 33 (= 112915 + new frr.) (203/2); Agora 15, 
p. 145, по. 168, line 27 (= ІІ? 920 + new frr.) (193/2); Hesperia 17 (1948) p.17, no.8, line 3 
(ca. 190); П2 897.4 (185/4); 112 898.5 (185/4): ёр BovX[tvtno(ou Meritt, Athenian Year 
p. 195, no.3, line 3 (= SEG 21.440) (181/0); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p.120, no.64, line 29 
(178/7); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.33, no.6, line 44 (173/2); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.75, line 38 
(= Hesperia, suppl. 1 [1937] p.142, no.79 + Hesperia 15 [1946] p.140, no.3 + new fr.) 
(164/3); 1? 948.5 (init. s. Па.); Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) p. 148, no.84, line 45 (= Hesperia 3 
[1934] p.31, no. 21) (155/4); I 1012.6 (112/1); etc. 

Cf. ¿u Вошто с II? 5221.1 (394/3) sep. mon. (publ.); ён fieBaíox II? 43.11 (378/7) decree; 
but бу Bvtavtiw in II? 550.17 (307/6), II? 555.13, 17 (307/6— 304/3) decrees. 

The rare cases of Еу before B- after 100 В.С. do not show assimilation: Еу fovAevtnoóo: 
II? 1033.6 (94/3, cf. SEG 18.29), II? 1046.5 (52/1) decrees; Еу Ву ВХЕСокс IP. 1121.29 (305/6 p.) 
imp. edict. 


с) £v Ф-, ёр Ф- 

Occurrences of Еу before words beginning with « are too few to allow a statement about the 
frequency of assimilation that was normal: cf. Еу Фокуйхе, I? 929.3 (ca. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) 
cas. list; ен ФАортабФу II? 1582.71 (cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, по. 16) (342/1) inv.; cf. 
the letters ЕМФ on Attic tetradrachms, an abbreviation for Ер Ф.Хортрлббу, cf. Kirchner's note 
in IG I? (p.173); ёр pidaxvionr, éulpidaxvlwr 12 1627.313, 315—316 (330/29) inv., has 
дуфидёсц, ёр лл, etc. (cf. p. 596 supra). 

d) év p-, ép p- 

Assimilation occurs in the few fifth-century cases of Еу before words beginning with y: cf. 
Hesperia 14 (1945) p.106, no.9, line 42 (= 1268а + 1269Ь—с + new fr.) (424/3) decree; 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 82 (ca. 414) inv., has ép л-, бү y-, ҒА A-; Hesperia 22, 
p. 287, no. 10, line 17 (са. 414) inv., has бу y-, ёс o-. 

In the fourth century assimilation is normal: cf. II? 204.37 (352/1), II? 550.9 (307/6) decrees; 
Hesperia 9 (1940) p.314, no. 31G (са. 375) ded.; and frequently in inventories, e.g. Hesperia 29 
(1960) p. 54, no.76, line 4 (init. s. IVa.); Hesperia 19 (1950) p. 206, no.2, line 17 (post 367/6); 
Hesperia 19 (1950) p.208, no.3, line2 (ante 350); Hesperia 5 (1936) p.393, no.10, line 52 
(= new fr. of II? 1582, cf. Hesperia 19 [1950] p.244, no. 16) (342/1); Hesperia 15 (1946) р. 185, 
no. 32, line 21 (ca. 350); cf. the inventories of objects dedicated by manumitted slaves, all dated 
са. 330—320: Il? 1553.26; Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff. (= U? 1554-П2 1559 + new frr.) 
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9 cases of Ён p- on Face А, none of £v џ-; on Face B (іп a more slovenly hand) 7 cases of ép үг, 
2 of ev p (lines B14, B15); IP 1561.22, 26; І 1569.22, 26, 29, 45, 57, alongside £v p- ib. 53; 
Il? 1570.80, 85, alongside бу p- ib. 15; H? 1571.8; II? 1576.15 —16, 29, 32, 35, 38, 65; etc.; 
II? 1631.254 (323/2) naval inv.; etc. 

In the period 300—100 B. C. assimilation to ёр before p- is virtually universal, cf. I? 1243.21 
(ca. 250) decree (Marathonian tetrapolis); II? 903.4 (176/5) decree; Hesperia 3 (1934) p.67, 
no.62 (post 166) ded.; Hesperia 5 (1936) p.429, по. 17, line 19 (= Hesperia 3 [1934] p.18, 
no. 18) (169/8) decree; II? 1224.abc6, 15, 17, 21, 24 (са. 166) decree (cleruchs); II? 1006.29, 
69 (122/1) decree; etc. 

Exceptional: Еу Maxedoviar II? 3779.18 (са. 250) ded. 

ёр p- is attested as late as са. 37—32 B.C.: IP 1051.а10, c13 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, 
по. 12) (post 38/7, ante 31) decree (L.), but Еу p- in I? 1029.13 (96/5) decree; IP 1035.10 
(10/9—3/2, cf. p. 124 supra, no. 59) decree; II? 2776.24, 66 (aet. Trajani, cf. Беген 41 [1972] 
p. 476) financial doc. 


e) ёу х-, ÈY x- 

о) In fifth-century texts assimilation of бу before x is well attested but certainly cannot be 
described as normal: év is nearly as frequent as éy. A large inv. of 408—406 shows an exclusive 
use of év before toponyms beginning with x, cf. 12 374.14, 29, 60, 70, 86, 93, 235, 322—323 (L.); 
but another inv. of 409/8 uses only éy before toponyms beginning with x, cf. I? 373.20, 56, 60, 
63, 65, 77, 83, 105, 117, 255, 257. The Attic Stelai show a strong preference for assimilation, cf. 
бү Кохбде, Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no.6, line 106 (= 12 325.20) (ca. 414) inv., бу Кобабе- 
уа(о[ ib. 76, alongside бу KoAXvtók ib. 13, has éy X- (cf. infra); бу Kodovats Hesperia 36 
(1967) p.84, no.16, line 3 (са. 414) inv. Cf. also бу KAapada[v I? 101.5 (412/1) decree; бу 
хохЛох 12 372.41, 61 (409/8) inv., бу | х0ждоь ib. 67-68; бу [хото 12 386.22 (ca. 406, cf. 
SEG 10.219) inv.; but бу Колос I? 929.2 (са. 460, cf. SEG 14.19) cas. list; бу KoA[oqóvi 12 
34.13 (ante 445) decree fr. (2), Еу K[vvooaeyet I? 310.308 (429/8) inv.; бу xémotg I? 324.85, 92 
(426/5 —423/2) inv. 

В) In fourth-century texts бу is slightly more frequent before х than Еу. Thus in inventories 
both éy золтбол, бу KoXAvtói, etc. and Еу холбон, etc. are well attested. For бу м», cf. e.g. 
II? 1400.57, 66 (390/89), II? 1415.5 (post 385/4, non post 378/7, cf. SEG 21.548), П? 1421.116 
(374/3, cf. SEG 21.549), II? 1424а(іп add.).38, 314, 315, 318, 354 (369/8), II? 1428 (in 
add.).157 (367/6), II? 1445.40, 45 (375/4), 12 1447.8, 14 (ante 371/0), II? 1665.3 (ante 350), 
II? 1690.6 (ante 350), II? 1673.14, 23, 30, etc. (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112); И? 1631.255 
(323/2); etc. 

ғу x-, cf. e.g. II? 1401.44 (ca. 390/89), II? 1409.17 (ca. 384), II? 1425.33 (368/7), II? 1443.188 
(344/3), ІР 1451.23 (post 365/4), П2 1455.16, 27-28 (340/39), II? 1464.30, 31 (са. 3302), 
II? 1469.136 (post 320/19), II? 1672.10, 19, 47, 56, 81, 122, 163, 164, 187, 202 (329/8), 
II? 1628.558 (326/5); etc. 

In the inv., II? 1388 (398/7), бу x- occurs in lines 80, 81, 82, but Еу x- in line 75; a similar 
mixture can be seen in the decree, IP 111 (363/2), with бу Kéq in line 65, Еу Кеші in lines 49, 
58, 69, Еу Kag@ata: in line 23. But usually бу x- іп decrees, cf. Hesperia 26 (1957) p.229, 
по. 86, line 16 (ca. 350), 1I? 404.7 (ante 350, cf. SEG 21.254), ІІ? 229.9 (341/0), ІР 492.12 
(303/2). év x- in év | (Кероренс), (stoich.), cf. Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, по. 33, lines B24—25 
(= 12334 + new frr.) (335-329) decree; and іп II? 111 just cited. Only Еу x- occurs on Face А 
of the stele containing an inv. of objects dedicated by manumitted slaves, Hesperia 28 (1959) 
pp.208ff. (= П2 1554—12 1559 + new frr.) (ca. 330—320), cf. lines 96, 130, 134, 144, 186, 
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etc., alongside exclusive use of ёр before x (cf. p.617 supra); but on Face B, in a more slovenly 
hand, occur both év x-, cf. lines B9, B54; and бу x-, cf. lines B56, B110, B113, B115, B118, 
B120, etc., alongside both £p x- and бу л-. 

A similar mixture of £v x- and бу x- alongside ёр x- and бу x- occurs in II? 1569 and II? 1576, 
inventories of the same type and date; both ёр л-, Еу л- and бу эс, Еу x- occur in another, II? 
1570. Еу хотол in II? 1517.211 (353/2-341/0), alongside бу хфөтісл. ib. 224; Еу хайа- 
Жохол II? 1518.59, 72 (post 341/0); Еу xPwrtior ПІЗ 1524.179 —180, 182, 238 (post 334/3), 
év хаЙафіохон, ib. 166, can all be contrasted with the exclusive use of Ен before x in this group 
of inventories, 112 1514—12 1530, in the frequently occurring phrase ép zXavotat. бу x- occurs 
once alongside бу x- four times оп a small fr. of a record of the ёхатоота!, II? 1597 (ca. 350); 
this group of inventories usually avoids assimilation of év, even before labials, cf. II? 1594— 
II? 1603. 

ү) After 300 B. C. assimilation before x occurs only in бу Kenter II? 844.20 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 
95 [1964] p.239) decree. Such few other cases as occur have Еу x-: 11? 682.8 (post 256/5) 
decree; II? 1592.12 (ca. 250) inv.; II? 1248.8 (ca. 250) decree (mesogeioi); II? 909.6 (са. 170), 
II? 968.14 (143/2), II? 1035.34 (10/9—3/2, cf. р. 124 supra, no.59) decrees; II? 3299.6 (132 р.) 
ded. (L.). 


f) еу уз бу Y- 

In the fifth-century texts possible cases of Еу before words beginning with ү- are few. Тһе 
attested spelling is the assimilated опе: бу l'a[oyevtót Hesperia 22 (1953) p.287, по. 10, line 16 
(= 12 328.16) (ca. 414) inv., has top л-, ёс 0-, ёр p-; бү Геоа(юотбі Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, 
no. 2, line 314 (ca. 414) inv., has ép z--, ép u-, £A À-. 

After 400 B. C. бу before y- is altogether rare: cf. бу yúauç іп the sacred calendar, 1I? 1358.9 
(375-350); Еу үоруодіюші, in the sep. mon., II? 12476/7 (ca. 150p.). бу is for Ех, not Еу, in the 
ded., Hesperia 23 (1954) p. 261, no. 59 (ca. 150 p.), with £y Гооүтттішу. 


8) v x, ÈY X- 

There are fewer possible cases of Еу before words beginning with у- in the fifth century, but 
the evidence probably justifies the statement that the practice was about the same as it was in 
the case of év before x, i.e. cases of assimilation are frequent, but it was evidently not normal: 
cf. e.g. бу Xadxtdt I? 39.38, 53, 72 (446/5) decree; ёу Xeggovéoor ATL 2, no.26, col. 1.13 
(= 12 231.13) (429/8) trib. list, cf. Еу [X]e[opovéoo: ib. 3.55; Еу Xad[ Hesperia 12 (1943) p.28, 
no.6, line 22 (= I? 376) (ca. 424/3) inv.; but éy Хеоооуеоо, 12 375.3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 (6 times) 
(448/7) inv.; P. 943.1 (440/39) cas. list; бу X«xotvo[w; Hesperia 22 (1953) p.268, no. 6, line 134 
(ca. 414) inv., has éy x- twice, Еу х- once (cf. е) supra). 

Among the rare cases in the fourth century the assimilated spelling is slightly more common: 
éy Хію ІІ? 34.28 (384/3) decree; бу хам 1D? 1394.12 (init. s. IVa.) inv.; бу xéto[ou] IP 
1445.43 (375/4) inv.; £y хєрос АЕ 1957, p.44, no.1 (= SEG 18.120) (init. s. IVa.) sep. mon.; 
but £]v yevgotv II? 1527.13 (post 327/6) inv.; Еу Хбол II? 584.10 (fin. s. IVa.) decree. 


After 300 B.C., cf. év[XoXagyéov, II? 1248.8 —9 (са. 250) decree (mesogeioi). 


48.052 ёбу, ёл д@у, бтам, бу (e.g. блос бу, Oc бу, etc.); -лео 


a) In fifth-century texts the only frequent assimilations are before р, as іп éàp ph, 8” ди ий, 
etc. (cf. infra); and бтарлео, боорлко, etc. (cf. d) infra). Other assimilations are infrequent, cf. 
бар + n- P 91.11 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3), I? 98.13 (416/5) decrees; but ёбу ло[ Hesperia 14 
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(1945) p. 106, no.9, line 30 (= P 68a + I2 69b—c + new fr.) (424/3); ёлаёду + л- 12 19.16 
(ante 450? cf. SEG 21.10; 22.3), 12 91.7 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3), àv + x- 1275.27 (430- 
4202), 1276.13 (435—414, сі. Meiggs- Lewis p.222), ІЗ 137.5 (s. Va., post 445) all decrees; 
héojarg ди BóXovt[ow 12 98.8 (416/5) decree, but блобєу v Bddovtiat 12 58.12 (са. 428) 
decree; hjóowvag бу fóXe[vai, hétav ВОХОУ| соц, 1271.9, 59 (са. 436? cf. SEG 21.30) decree; 
би бу Вбдєта 12 114.47 (410/9, cf. SEG 24.15) decree; ёбу + В- 1276.33 (435—414, cf. 
Meiggs-Lewis p.222), P 94.33 (418/7) decrees; бу үойфоетол ATL 2, по. D7.36 (= P 66; 
Meiggs- Lewis p. 117, no. 46) (447?) decree; cf. бу үбүуетаһ Hesperia 14 (1945) p.119, no. 11, 
line 18 (423/2) decree, alongside бтамлео ib. 12; but Мблос [lv убууєтаї in 12 128.11 (432/1? 
cf. SEG 21.37) decree. 

Cf. also: бу + ф- 1245.1 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34) decree; àv + q- (ФУ) 12 58.17 (ca. 
428) decree; бу + x- ІЗ 24.8, 14 (ca. 448, cf. SEG 21.20), P 25.9 (424/3, cf. Meiggs-Lewis 
p.204, no.71), Hesperia 14 (1945) p.106, no.9, line25 (= 1 68a + 1269Ь—с + new fr.) 
(424/3), P. 57.41 (423), 1284.41 (421/0) decrees; бтау + x- 12 98.21 (416/5); [ғау x[ov]O& 
12 88.10 (fin. s. Уа.) decree; é&y [xovwó|v] 12 57.13—14 (423) decree; бу + x- P 6.71 (ante 460), 
ІЗ 22.62 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7), Hesperia 14 (1945) p.106, no.9, line24 (= 1 68а + В 
69Ь-с + new fr.) (424/3) decrees; ёле.5]ау херо(тоубов I? 63.4 (= ATL 2, no. А9) (425/4) 
decree; àv &- (ХУ) I? 81.16 (421/0) decree; etc. 

For p regularly before у, cf. âp pÉ (all decrees): 12 22.29 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7); 12 39.33 
(446/5); 1328.16 (ca. 450/49, сі. SEG 23.6); ІЗ 56.8 (ca. 4309); Hesperia 14 (1945) p.106, 
no.9, line 12 (= 1 68a + P 69b—c + new fr.) (424/3); cf. бїр нё ATL 2, no. D7.12 (= 1266; 
Meiggs- Lewis p. 117, no. 46) (447?); I? 108.43 (410/9); etc. 

For the less frequent бу иг, cf. Gv poðóoeta ІЗ 94.24 (418/7), éàv ше ib. 18; бу [u]£ P 
76.45—46 (435-414, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.222); бу pé 1299.22 (416/5), alongside Һдтан ué 
ib. 11; Һос Gv шодої 12 140.7 (ca. 420); [G]v pé I? 149.11 (429/8 vel 421/0? cf. SEG 12.29) all 
decrees; cf. äv Іна)|мота Eleusiniaka 1 (1932) pp.173ff., lines 27-28 (= SEG 10.24) (ca. 
450/49) decree. 

For àp pé, cf. (decrees): 12 14.9 (447/6? cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.121, по.47); P 42.24 (ca. 
446); Р 45.25 (439/8, cf. SEG 21.29; 10.34); I? 71.23, 24 (ca. 436? cf. SEG 21.30); Hesperia 14 
(1945) p.94, no.8, line 34 (= ІЗ 141/2bc + I? 174 + new fr.; cf. SEG 10.51) (ca. 430); I? 63.22, 
49 (= ATL 2, no. A9) (425/4); P. 57.56 (423), бац меу ib. 23; 12 115.11 (409/8); Hesperia 14 
(1945) p. 128, no. 14, line 2 (fin. s. Va.); 12 131.5 (s. Уа.); etc.; AM 66 (1941) pp. 171ff., no. 1, 
line B13 (= SEG 10.38; 21.27) (ca. 445) sacred calendar; I? 184.4 (ante 446/5) decree fr. (?); 
Р 186/7B. 19, 44 (са. 450) decree (deme); etc. Infrequent is Ғау pé: I? 6.38 (ante 460); 12 86.17 
(420/19); I? 94.18 (418/7), бм p- ib. 24; all decrees. 

һотан pé: 12 99.11 (416/5) decree, alongside бу pé ib. 22. 

b) In fourth-century texts assimilation is well attested before л, В, and p, but the unassimilated 
spellings are always more frequent. Thus іп decrees едм л- occurs I? 8.20 (paulo post 403/2, 
cf. SEG 19.16; 24.9); Stap + л- (not neg) in II? 141.24 (376—360); II? 244.32 (337/6); also 
бтац хофтоу in line ab 5 of Face A of an extensive sacred law from Athens soon to be published 
in Hesperia by K. Clinton (= new fr. of Hesperia 26 [1957] p.52, no.9) (367—348); Gu + n- 
in a sacred law (orgeones), II? 1361.9 (post 350); and in the decree (nomothetai), Hesperia 43 
(1974) p. 157, line 17 (375/4), which contains many assimilations (cf. рр. 622, 624, 630 infra); 
but cf. ёлабау + л- in ІІ 43.92 (378/7); ду + n- 11? 204.66 (352/1), 12 222.42 (са. 344), 
12 223.B13 (343/2), 112 226.15, 17 (ca. 343/2), ИЗ 236.18 (338/7), Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, 
no.33, line B27 (= IP 334 + new frr.) (335—329), II? 448.17 (323/2), ІІ? 463.110 (307/6); 
11? 1172.20 (ca. 400) deme decree; dav + x- I? 1183.22 (post 340) deme decree; бтау + x- 
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H? 466.34 (307/6), II? 1176.16 (ca. 360, cf. SEG 21.516) deme decree; II? 1254.21 (post 350) 
decree of the paraloi; etc. 

би is only rarely attested in the frequent formulae ду BovAntat and ду BotAwvta: II? 374.16 
(post 319/8), II? 450.b 10 (314/3), II? 541.8 (post mid-330s, cf. ZPE 9 [1972] p.185), cf. the 
decree (orgeones), II? 1360.7 (post 350); cf. ди. В(обдХоуутон, IP 185.1 (ante 353/2) decree. 
But usually бу Вох, e.g.: II? 43.21 (378/7), II? 111.65 (363/2), II? 222.22 (ca. 344), II? 237.22 
(338/7), 12 438.5 (post 336/5), ІР 448.21 (323/2), II? 553.15 (ca. 307), I? 558.21 (са. 303/2), 
II? 507.11 (302/1), II? 508.5 (fin. s. IVa.) decrees; in the same phrase in locationes: II? 2498.18 
(321/0), 112 2499.37 (306/5) and in the similar text, II? 2491.14 (ca. 335—325) pactionis 
formulae. Cf. also Stay + В- II? 2493.20 (са. 340?) loc.; бтам + В- II? 571.4 (fin. s. IVa.) 
decree. 

ди uf, би unbév, etc. occur, cf. e.g.: AE 1971 pp.137ff., line 8 (400—375) decree on a 
bronze plaque (cf. p.2 supra); Hesperia 26 (1957) p.231, по.87, line 12 (362—355), II? 226.6 
(са. 343/2) decrees; also ёйџ үг, e.g.: II? 46.40 (ca. 375, cf. Hesperia 26 [1957] pp. 227 —228); 
II? 126.7 (357/6), alongside ёйу p- ib. 3; П2244.85 (337/6); I? 380.40 (320/19) decrees; IP. 
1128.19 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities); Robert, Etudes (1938) pp. 296ff., line 27 (= Siewert 
pP. 5—7) (paulo post 350? cf. Charisterion Orlandou А, pp.79—87) oath (ephebes). But бу, ёбу 
are more frequent before үг, сі. e.g.: бу ц-: Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 162, no.23, line 16 (= II? 30 
+ new frr.) (387/6), II? 218.20 (346/5), II? 244.53 (337/6), II? 275.10 (ante 336/5), II? 287.12 
(са. 350, cf. SEG 24.90), II? 292.1 (ante 336/5), ІІ? 435.7 (post 336/5), 112 463.100 (307/6), 
02 505.57 —58 (302/1) decrees; II? 1183.10, 14 (post 340), II? 1196.10 (ca. 335—330) decrees 
(deme); II? 1362.9 (fin. s. IV a.) edict issued by a priest; etc. ёбу p-: II? 126.3 (357/6), alongside 
éàp ph ib.7 (cf. supra); II? 179.a8, c6 (са. 350, cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, по.321; SEG 
21.260) decrees; II? 1183.9, 17 (post 340) decree (deme); II? 1361.11 (post 350) sacred law 
(orgeones); etc. 

Assimilation before occlusives is otherwise very rare, cf. бү yiyvytat П2 1.17 (403/2) decree, 
éay yíyyma ib. 21; to be contrasted with ду + y- 112 103.40 (369/8), П2 140.16 (353/2), IP. 
463.93 (307/6) decrees; П2 1184.18 (= Sokolowski, Supplément p.208, по. 124; SEG 21.518) 
(post 334/3) decree (deme); etc. 

Before aspirates examples are rare, cf. ду + q- II? 438.6 (post 336/5) decree; ду + y- I? 
244.10 (337/6) decree. 

But intended avoidance of assimilation can be demonstrated before х because of the frequent 
cases of v here: éàv + x- II? 29.1 (387/6) decree; II? 1249.5 (ante 350) decree (thiasotai? or 
orgeones?); бтау + x- П2 505.55 (302/1), П2 608.5 (s. IVa.) decree(?); бу + x- II? 47.32 
(init. s. IVa.), 112 42.6—7 (378/7), II? 111.17 (363/2), II? 193.4 (ante 353/2), I? 218.32 (346/5), 
2 222.36 (са. 344), II2 223.8 (343/2), 12 233.12, b18 (340/39), 112 237.24 (338/7), IP 
244.12, 40, 57, 70 (337/6), 112 330.21 (335/4), II? 360.64, 76 (325/4), II2 545.11 (321/0? cf. 
SEG 24.106), IP 380.34 (320/19), II? 553.18 (ca. 307), II? 488.19 (304/3), II? 509.7 (302/1), 
II? 579.16 (fin. s. IVa.); IP 1176.21 (ca. 360, cf. SEG 21.516) decree (deme); П2 1128.11 (ante 
350) decree (of Cean cities); II? 1182.11 (са. 350) decree (deme); II? 1252.19 (post 350) decree 
(orgeones); II? 1262.12 (301/300) decree (thiasotai); etc. But cf. é£Jàv xehevwou II? 1678.b A 12 
(са. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) inv. with many assimilations; дү мавйта, Hesperia 43 (1974) p.157, 
line 42 (375/4) decree (nomothetai) with many assimilations before х, x (cf. p. 630 infra). 

c) Only a few cases of assimilation in these words can be found in texts later than 300 B. C., 
and the date is often uncertain. In a decree of 285/4 occurs би BovlAntar, cf. II? 654.49—50, 
with тон В- ib. 36, but бтам л- ib. 56, Gv n- ib. 50—51 (cf. infra). Gy x- also occurs in the 
Themistocles decree, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.48, no.23, line21 (— Hesperia 31 [1962) p.311), 
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perhaps carved in the third century, but this text contains special problems, especially if it is 
some sort of a rendition of a document of 480 В.С. as seems not impossible (there are other 
assimilations of nasals іп the text, cf. pp. 627, 632 infra). Other examples: Stay лоо IP? 
1214.20 (300—250) decree (deme), has йлғо Gy хас ib. 26, tõy x- ib. 6, бүйсүвш nag’ абтоб 
ib. 27, etc. (cf. p. 632 infra); JN ди ph KAJ I? 1216.8 (s. Ша.) decree (deme). 

But the failure to assimilate was clearly normal in this period, as can be shown from many 
examples, e. g.: 

л: бтау: II 646.51 (295/4), По 654.56 (285/4) decrees; ІР 1292.12 (215/4, cf. Vidman p.4, 
no.2) decree (sarapiastai), II? 1299.31 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); ду + x- 
II? 650.12 (286/5) decree; II? 654.50—51 (285/4) decree; II? 1277.29 (278/7) decree (thiasotai); 
Il? 798.17 (са. 250) decree; éàv negi ІІ? 1283.27 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree (Thracian 
aliens); etc. After 200 B.C.: бтау + n- II? 947.5 (166/5, cf. SEG 24.136); II? 980.16 (ca. 150), 
II? 981.11 (ca. 150), П2 988.10 (post 150) decrees; II? 1227.31—32 (131/0) decree (Salaminian 
cleruchs); ду + л- II? 1013.53 (fin. s. Па.) decree; ІІ? 1078.34—35 (ca. 220p.) decree; II? 
1368.139 (са. 162/3 p.) Iobacchi regulations, ёйу + x- ib. 60; etc. 

B: ду + BovA-: I? 646.33 (295/4), II? 663.23 (286/5, cf. SEG 16.62); IP 687.63 (265/4), IP 
707.4 (init. s. Ша.), 112 721.17 (init. s. Ша.), П? 805.2 (са. 250), II? 832.19 (229/8), II? 856.8 
(fin. s. Ша.) decrees; I? 1168.16 (s. Ша.) decret (tribe); II? 1241.23, 38, 53 (300/299) decree 
(phratry); II? 1263.26 (300/299) decree (thiasotai); II? 1322.12 (fin. s. Ша./іпі. s. Па.) decree 
(amphieraistai);. etc. After 200 B.C.: ду + ovi- П2 893.22 (188/7), II? 982.13 (post 150) 
decrees; Hesperia, suppl. 6 (1941) p. 108, no.24, line 35 (= ІІ? 1108 + new frr.) (ca. 176— 
180 p.) in one of a series of imperial letters; ёбу BovAntar II? 1368.156 (са. 162/3p.) lobacchi 
regulations; etc. 

p: ду + yn, etc.: II? 1276.2 (init. s. Ша.?) decree(?); ІІ? 1165.34 (300—250) decree (tribe); 
П2 1218.11 (ca. 250) decree (deme); II? 1225.10 (са. 250) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); II? 
1107.8 (post 131/2p.) imp. letter; 112 1121.31 (305/6p.) imp. edict; ду реА IP? 1099.17 
(121p.) imp. letter; ёду рў I? 1132.85 (130/29) amphiktyonic decree (this section in Attic); 
I? 1013.66 (fin. s. Па.) decree; II? 1339.14 (57/6) decree (heroistai); IE? 1366.14 (s. Ip.) 
regulations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia; II? 1368.32 (ca. 162/3 p.) 
lobacchi regulations; etc. 

ф: бу + ф-: 112 652.14 (paulo post 286/5, cf. SEG 23.65), Hesperia 11 (1942) p.287, no.56, 
line 24 (= 12 791 + new fr.) (247/6), II? 844.70 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 [1964] p.239), II? 900.16 
(185/4) decrees; II? 1273.18 (289/8?) decree (thiasotai); II? 1366.18 (s. Ip.) regulations for the 
cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia; etc. 

x: дм + x-: П2 657.23 (283/2), Ї2 735.9 (ante 250) decrees; П2 1297.11 (237/6) decree (thiaso- 
tai); дтау + x- П2853.7 (fin. s. Ша.) decree; éxàv + x- II? 1298.18 (246/5) decree (thiasotai); 
etc. After 200 B.C.: бтау + x- 112 850.17 (init. s. Па.), П2 893.18 (188/7) decrees; II? 1329.27 
(175/4) decree (orgeones); Gv + x- П2909.19 (са. 170) decree; 112 1121.26 (305/6р.) imp. 
edict; £àv + x- 112 1330.51 (post 163) decree (synodos of technitai); II? 1366.25 (s. Ір.) regu- 
lations for the cult of Menes Tyrannos set up by Xanthus of Lycia; etc. 


d) билео, ётаџлер, бдєрлєо, etc.: 

Assimilation to p is normal before meg, but not universal, in the fifth and fourth centuries 
B.C.: 
Thus: (h)óuxeo I? 110.30 (410/9) decree; 1I? 10650 (са. 410) sep. mon.; I? 42.13 (378/7) 
decree; бдєрлєо ІЗ 78.9 (са. 430) decree; (Б)бтамлер: ATL 2, по. D7.18 (= 1266; Meiggs- 
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Lewis p.117, no.46) (first extensive text to show pronounced preference for assimilation, cf. 
48.0531 infra) (4472), 12 128.7 (432/1? cf. SEG 21.37), I? 98.7 (416/5) decrees; (Бубоорлер 
В 19.7 (ante 450? cf. SEG 21.10; 22.3), II 17.28 (394/3) decrees; боцилер II? 1231.12 (fin. 
s. IVa.) decree (genos); боонлео Hesperia 43 (1974) p.157, line 52 (375/4) decree (nomothetai), 
б0єрлєо ib. 54; note also: ---МПЕР xai то ІІ 824.7 (ca. 250?) decree fr.; бт)арлео also in 
the Themistocles decree, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.48, no.23, lines 26-27 (— Hesperia 31 (1962) 
p. 311) (inscribed s. Ша.?) (cf. p. 622 supra). 

But: hóravzeo Hesperia 14 (1945) p.119, no. 11, line 12 (423/2) decree; Һӧдғулғо I? 88.23 
(fin. s. V a.) decree. 

Assimilation was probably avoided later, cf. Фулео II? 13173 (aet. Rom.) sep. топ.; хаб” ðv- 
лєр Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp. 3ff., line E 10 (са. 175 p.) imp. letter. 


48.053 Assimilation of the definite article/. л, В, Ф, p, х, Y, X 


The assimilated spellings are rare until the last quarter of the fifth century. They 
are most frequent in the fourth century, especially in the first half of it. A decrease 
in the assimilated spellings observable after 350 B.C. becomes more pronounced 
after 300, and these spellings are very rare by the end of the Hellenistic Period. 
Assimilation is virtually unknown in Roman times. The changing orthography does 
not reflect the pronunciation, but shows a gradual preference for the etymological 
spelling over the assimilated one, a trend observable elsewhere and perhaps fostered 
by the advantages of the etymological spellings in facilitating reading texts where the 
words are not separated. Even in the fourth century the assimilated spellings are 
never normal, i.e. they do not comprise more than 5096 of the instances; assimilation 
occurs most frequently before x, B, p, y, and х. А pronounced preference for as- 
similation or its avoidance can be seen in certain texts; inconsistency within a given 
text is also common. The following data are largely drawn from the decrees, in- 
ventories, and sacred laws, as they contain the sufficiently lengthy sections of connected 
text to provide examples, but there is no greater frequency of assimilation which can 
be observed in other types of text. 


48.0531 Fifth century 


а) In decrees earlier than the last quarter of the century assimilated spellings are exceptional, 
сі: tõu mOAcov Hesperia 15 (1946) p.249, по.78, line A49 (= 129.5; part of Hesperia 14 
[1945] p.61, no.1 [= 12 6]) (ante 460), alongside xov л- in I? 6.5, 12, 37, тоу B ib. 63, tov X- 
ib. 58; top (л- I? 27.7 (450/49, cf. SEG 21.15) but note also tov y- ib. 8; tõu лбАғоу ATL 2, 
по. 07.20, 61 (= 266; Meiggs-Lewis p.117, по.46) (4472), хіти BoAév ib. 5, tòp qógov 
ib. 13, 18, 71, cf. top p- ib. 25, but тӘ)у фбооу ib. 32 (this is the earliest text in which a 
pronounced preference for the assimilated spellings occurs, cf. p.630 infra); тір. неу І? 52.16 
(433/2), has теү youppaxtav (сі. p.632 infra); vjey үгу P 53.4 (433/2, cf. Hesperia 8 [1939] 
p. 170, no. 1); тён BoA£v I? 56.4 (ca. 430?) has tèotéhev ib. 28, but xóv л- ib. 14, tev меу ib. 23; 
тір Волёу ІЗ 59.18 (са. 427/6), but тім B- bis in ib. 16; төр л- В 153.8 (post 446, ante 430). 

For the unassimilated spellings in decrees of this period, cf. e.g.: --v л-: P 4.3; P 6.5, 12, 37 
(cf. supra); I? 19.14; I? 28.8; I? 80.11 (са. 450? cf. SEG 22.4); I? 71.38 (са. 436? cf. SEG 21.30); 
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Р 91,26 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 12 29.3; P 39.5; 12 40.27; 1244.2; P 55.5; etc.; --v В-: 
Р 6.63 (cf. supra); 12 39.4; 1245.38; P 59.16 (bis) (cf. supra); I? 61.6; etc.; --v q-: 1222.64; 
Р 39.26; 1254.15; --v u-: 12 56.23 (cf. supra); --у ү-: 1219.12; 1227.8 (cf. supra); 12 39.58; 
I? 46.20; --у у-: 1 6.58 (cf. supra); 12 39.36, 64; I? 91.5, 7, 14, 57 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 
etc. 

b) In the period 425—400 B.C. assimilated spellings are more frequent, although still not 
nearly as common as the unassimilated ones. Noteworthy are a few decrees which show a 
pronounced preference for assimilation, cf. the decree text in 1263 (-- ATL 2, по. A9) (425/4) 
with top (ло-, top ф- (lines 38, 58), also тор p- ib. 26-27, тёр p- ib. 127, but тбу [u- in ATL 2, 
no. А9, line 4 (= P? 63.4, corrected); --ил-, --ү x- іп 1 81.5, 7 (421/0); --p л-, --p B- in 1298.6, 
12, and --и л-, --4 q- 1299.13, 34, but --v x- P 99.21 (both 416/5); --и л- in I? 108.3, 37, 40, 
46, 50 (410/9), but --v л- ib. 7, --u B- ib. 29, --y y- ib. 49, --у у- ib. 18; --p л- 12 116.6, 37, 40 
(409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 267, no. 87), but - -v y- ib. 36. For other assimilations, cf. 
--р x-: В 97.4 (416), P. 115.5 (409/8), 12 152.5 (са. 420?); - -u В-: І? 70.13, 19 (424/32), I? 150.6 
(са. 420, cf. SEG 10.97); --и q-: 1297.7 (416); --u p-: 12 87.43 (424/3); 12 94.23 (418/7), has 
--v p- ib. 30, 34; 12 101.5 (412/1); --ү ү-: 1 117.7 (408/7), В 118.21, 28 (408/7), alongside 
--v n- ib. 8, 30; HSCP, suppl. 1 (1940) pp.247ff. (= Meiggs- Lewis р. 280, no.92; SEG 10.136; 
1247 + new fr.) (407/6); 12 1.38, 62 (403/2), alongside --v n- (cf. infra); --y x-: Hesperia 4 
(1935) p.32, no.3, line 7 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 10.42) sacred law. But the unassimilated spellings are 
much better attested: cf. e.g.: --v л-: 1268.6; ІЗ 75.28 (perhaps slightly earlier, са. 430—420); 
Р 76 (unless earlier, dated 435—414, Meiggs-Lewis p.222).28(bis), 38, 46; ІЗ 86.15, 16; 
В 87.15 (has --һ p- ib. 43); 1290.24; 1294.22, 35, 37 (has --и p- ib. 23); 1296.11, 20, 23; 
I? 103.9, 16; 12 105.4; I? 1062.8; 12110а.7; IP 1.19, 34, 49, 54; екс.) --v f-: 1276.30, 59; 
12 90.10; 1294.10, 29 (has --и p- ib. 23); I? 110.32; I? 114.53; IP 5.7; etc; --v ф-: 1282.15; 
В 138.1; --v p-: 1275.3, 7; P 76.5, 26, 34, 50; ІЗ 94.30, 34 (has --p p- ib. 23); --v х-: 1276.38; 
12 101.5 (has --p меу ibid.); --v y-: I? 106.20; I? 110.29; I? 116.36 (cf. supra); --v у-: 1299.21 
(cf. supra); etc. 

с) The practice does not differ in other types of text. Thus assimilation to тбр is rare in the 
phrase тбу лоотёооу (тобу, etc.) so common in inventories, cf. 1? 242.114 (424/3), I? 366.7 
(434/3); for the usual tóv xgotégov, cf. e.g. 12234.27; 12 237.57; P 238.68; 12241.103; 
P 245.155; I? 246.175; I? 247.195; I? 267.91; 1? 269.119; I? 279.54; I? 336.3 (alongside top л- 
in ib. 10, tòu u- ib. 11, 12); 12 301.19, 50, 56, 68, 73, 82; etc. Other assimilations in inventories: 
top. Bouóv 12 372.79 (409/8), but --v л- ib. 56, 161, 162, 171, 177; --у x- ib. 44, 67, 86, B4 (at 
end); has тір pév ib.148; топ лидрёуа 12 277.23 (433/2), 12 280.74 (422/1), P 282.111 
(420/19), but tov nvðuéva іп 12 279.56 (431/0) (тоу), 12 286.154 (414/3, cf. SEG 24.40); etc.; 
тор леді Hesperia 22 (1953) p.287, no. 10, line 13 (= 12 328.13) (са. 414); toy x[ 1 386.5 (са. 
406, cf. SEG 10.219). Of the large inventories of the end of the century only one, I? 373 (409/8), 
shows a preference for assimilation, with --ц л- in lines 95, 226, 233, but --v л- ib. 211; --ү x- 
in ib. 189, 209, 214, 217, but --v x- in ib. 198. Contrast I? 372 (cf. supra) and I? 374 (408—406), 
with --v л- in lines 162, 179, 195, 224, 225, 263, 295, 296 (L.); -v В- ib. 224, 296; --у »- ib. 19, 
37, 57, 68, 194, 195, 223, 224, 295; --v x- ib. 249. 


48.0532. Fourth century 


This is the period in which the greatest number of assimilated spellings occurs, 
although they are never normal. Assimilation is frequent only before л, В, н, y, and 
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before х (until ca. 350 B.C. only). There is considerable decrease in assimilation of 
all types after 350 B.C. 

Inconsistency within the same text is frequent, cf. e.g.: -v x- and -p л- in 02 42.11— 12, 23; 
II? 107.39 (in the same line), 10; Sokolowski, Lois? p.63, no.33, lines A21, B18, B32, B33 
(= 12334 + new frr.); II? 374.7, 9; Ш2 1522.15, 28; -v B-, - В-: 12 204.14, 21, 22, 25, 85; 
12 1443.92, 103, 120; II? 426.6, 9; у иг, -p p: П2 107.14, 18, 28; 112 448.27, 69; -v y-, -y ү-: 
II? 8.1, 7; I? 223.10, 14; -v x-, зу x-: 12 244.25, 27, 44; 12 1672.45, 75; etc. 

a) --v, --p/_x-. In decrees of 400—350 both --v x- and --u л- are well attested, but the 
failure to assimilate accounts for more than two thirds of the examples. In the second half of the 
century the assimilated spellings comprise less than 1596 of the cases. There is no indication of 
greater frequency of assimilation in other types of text. 


b) --v, --~/__B-. The ratio of the assimilated spellings to the etymological spellings in decrees 
of 400—350 is about 2:3. In decrees after 350 B.C. the assimilated spellings comprise less than 
10%. Examples of the article before B- in other types of text are rare. 


c) --v, --p/__@-. Assimilation was not normal. Cf. e.g. thn фоћўу II? 1141.9 (cf. Hesperia 10 
[1941] p.263, по. 67) (376/5) decree (tribe); тїн quóAnv II? 1412.23 (post 385/4) inv. Contrast 
failure to assimilate before ф in II? 26.7 (394—387), П2 236.11 (338/7), II? 237.15 (338/7), 
II? 283.12 (ante 336/5), II? 367.12 (323/2), ІР 557.23 (post 306/5), II? 573.13 (fin. s. IVa.) 
decrees; ІІ? 1138.4 (390—380, cf. SEG 16.105), II? 1149.8 (ante 350), II? 1153.6 (са. 350), 
12 1155.8 (339/8), 112 1159.12 (= Reinmuth, р. 119, по. 19) (303/2) decrees (tribe); П21611.433 
(357/6) inv., has top л- ib. 202, {отон u- ib. 318, 397, etc.; II? 1469.5 (post 320/19) inv.; etc. 


d) --v, --~/__p-. In decrees the assimilated spellings are somewhat less frequent than the un- 
assimilated spellings: -p p-: cf. II? 10.A 7 (bis) (401/400); II? 28.13 (387/6) (L.); II? 107.14, 28 
(368/7), alongside -v p- ib. 18; II? 204.37 (352/1); II? 244.26, 34, 35 (337/6); II? 448.69 
(318/7), but -v p- in the other decree on this monument (dated 323/2), cf. ib. 27; Hesperia 7 
(1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 59 (363/2) decree (genos); II? 1172.23 (са. 400) decree (deme); II? 
1249.4 (ante 350) decree (thiasotai? or orgeones?). But -v u- іп П2 42.12, 23, 24—25 (378/7); 
II? 107.18 (368/7), alongside -u u- ib. 14, 28; I? 109.19, 23 (363/2); 11? 137.6 (354/3); ІР 
211.11 (348/72); II? 212.28 (347/6); 112 213.7, 9 (347/6); П2 233.b7 (340/39); Sokolowski, 
Lois? p. 63, no.33, lines A14, A19, B34 (= ІІ? 334 + new frr.) (335—329); II? 448.27 (323/2), 
but -u p- in the other decree of 318/7, cf. ib. 69 (cf. supra); IP 463.25, 37, 49 (307/6); H2 480.9 
(са. 305/4); 112 1174.7 (367/6), 112 1186.12 (ca. 350), 121193.14 (fin. s. IVa.), П2 1199.15 
(ca. 325) decrees (deme); II? 1231.11 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (genos); II? 1252.16 (post 350) decree 
(orgeones); etc. Assimilation is not more frequent in other types of texts. 

e) --У, --y/__x-. Assimilation is not especially frequent, cf.: II? 28.4 (387/6) (L.); II? 97.3, 4, 
19 (375/4); 12 112.6 (362/1); IP 145.6, 16, 23 (ante 358/7, cf. Hesperia 10 [1941] p.266, 
no. 68); II? 123.14 (357/6) (L.); П2-120.9, 15 (353/2, cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p. 286) decrees. Con- 
trast absence of assimilation before x- in: II? 29.20 (387/6); Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 162, no. 23, 
lines 22, 42 (= 12 30 + new frr.) (387/6); II? 96.6 (bis), 14 (375/4); Ц2 124.8 (357/6); IP 
127.15 (356/5); II? 204.4, 32, 37, 61, 72 (352/1) decrees; Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, 
lines 31—32, 66 (363/2) decree (genos); II? 1424a (in add.).279 (369/8) inv.; etc. Examples of 
-v x- become very frequent in state decrees after 350 with the appearance of the formulae tov 
yoappatéa tov хата. лоутаує(ау and боохиас Ех тәу ҡола wheplopata. Cf. more than 75 
cases of failure to assimilate the article before х just in state decrees 350-300 B.C. published 
in IG IP (57 different texts). For top х|ахд лоотауєіау in II? 521.5, cf. 48.07, no.3, p.638 
infra. 
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f) --v, --ү/--ү-. -v y- and -y y- аге well attested in decrees. The assimilated spellings comprise 
between 40% and 50% of the total number of cases in decrees of the period 400—350 B.C. In 
decrees of the second half of the century they comprise less than 30%. For tygappatéa in 
II? 222.27, cf. 48.06, p. 636 infra. 

g) --У, --Y/—X-. ту хорау and tæv ҳопибтоу are fairly common in decrees. Assimilation 
is rare: П2 97.3, 7, 18 (375/4); II? 244.25, 27 (337/6), alongside -v x- іп ib. 44; II? 411.23 (post 
336/5). Contrast -v x- in II? 23.7 (388/7); II? 34.33 (384/3); IP 35.9 (384/3); 12 105.13 (368/7); 
II? 125.7 (357/6); II 179.317 (са. 350, cf. Staatsvertráge 2, p.298, по.321; SEG 21.260); 
Il? 204.36 (352/1); 112 207.8 (349/8); II? 212.53 (347/6); I? 264.7 (ante 336/5); IP 333.c6 
(335/4); II? 380.26 (320/19); II? 450.15 (314/3); II? 463.93, 94, 97 (307/6); II? 468.12 (306/5); 
II? 502.18 (302/1) decrees, etc. Noteworthy is voy хобу in II? 1672.45 (329/8) inv., a text which 
avoids assimilation of the article before л, В, x, etc. and has Әчоожухіс, etc., also tov хобу 
ib. 75. 


48.0533 Third century 


a) Before л: The assimilated spelling is unusudl: cf. (decrees): II? 654.53 (285/4); I 666.11 
(266/5), alongside тфу л- ib. 4; II? 668.37 (266/5), alongside тфу л- etc. ib. 14, 15, 32; Hesperia 
17 (1948) p.2, no.2, line 1 (267/6); Hesperia 32 (1963) p.7, no.8, line 2 (257/6); П2 774.b9 
(са. 250), alongside тфу л- ib. b3; 12 777.10 (252/1, cf. SEG 21.381), but тбу л- ib. 12; 
Hesperia 7 (1938) p.9, no.2, line 30 (242/1, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234); 112 835.2 (paulo 
post 229/8); 2 1214.4, 33 (300—250) decree (deme), alongside tov x- ib. 10 (has тбуу х-, 
бү хоб, etc.); II? 1283.15 (263/2, cf. SEG 24.155) decree of Thracian aliens, alongside tiv л- 
ib. 6; Il? 1299.41 (post 236/5) decree of troops and Eleusinians, alongside тбу л-, etc., ib. 18, 
20, 26, 47, 63; II? 1305.3 (fin. s. Ша.?) decree of troops and Eleusinians. With these assimilations 
may be contrasted more than 110 instances of failure to assimilate in 71 state decrees published 
in IG II? alone. Note top л- in I? 1534 А.2 (291/0, cf. SEG 16.118) inv., but тфу л- ib. 88. 

b) Before В: Assimilation is quite rare: тор Paota II? 654.36 (285/4); тђи BovA[ I? 677.13 
(са. 275); top fouóv Hesperia 13 (1944) p.249, по. 10, line 19 (= Hesperia 6 [1937] p.442, 
no. 1) (са. 220), alongside tov Васа ib. 9; all decrees. With these may be contrasted some 
30 cases of the unassimilated spelling in 24 state decrees published in IG Il? alone. Note three 
cases of assimilation іп the Themistocles decree: тбр В-, thu f-, тор В- cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.48, 
no. 23, lines 17, 37, 45 (= Hesperia 31 [1962] p.311) (inscribed s. Ша.?), which also has би x- 
(cf. p. 622. supra), "Адпубу [pede0]0[on] (cf. р. 632 infra); but there are special problems with 
this text, especially if it is a rendition of a document of 480 B. C., as seems not impossible. 

c) Before ф: Assimilation is not attested. For тйу ф-, etc., cf. П2 678.7 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377), 
II? 791.17, 31 (247/6) (L.) decrees; П? 1299.5, 60 (post 236/5) decree (troops and Eleusinians); 
II? 1304.20, 23 (post 211/0) decree (troops); etc. 

d) Before p: Assimilation (usually т-р меу) is rare: thy реу II? 861.27 (бп. s. Ша.) decree; 
тін | [év] Deltion 18 (1963) p.103, no.1, lines 42-43 (= SEG 21.525) (282/1) decree 
(hippeis); тўи цем Hesperia 7 (1938) р.9, no.2, line 24 (242/1, cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234) 
decree (genos); tõu weyadwv Il? 1304.25 (post 211/0) decree (troops), but -v u- ib. 28; thp 
untéoa II? 4030.2 (s. Ш/Па.) ded. Contrast 15 cases of failure to assimilate before p іп 10 third- 
century state decrees published in IG IF alone. 

е) Before ж: Assimilation occurs only once: tay хацобу II? 1214.6 (300—250) decree (deme), 
alongside tov xńlovxa ib. 28—29, has tòp л-. In 27 state decrees published in IG II? alone there 
are more than 30 cases of failure to assimilate before x-. 
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f) Before y: Assimilation is rare: toy yoappatéa II? 678.5 (256/5, cf. SEG 21.377) decree 
(known only from an early сору with many errors, but toy y- is not likely to be one of them), 
II? 835.28 (paulo post 229/8) decree, has tap л-; thy yuvatxa II? 1316.3, 27 (four times) (272/1) 
decree (orgeones), alongside [x]| У yuvatxa ib. 14—15. Contrast some 25 cases of tov ү-, etc. 
just in state decrees published in IG IF? (22 different texts). 

в) Before у: Assimilation does not occur. For tijv Х-, etc., cf. e.g. П? 654.25 (285/4), has 
Thy л-, тор В-, I? 672.9 (279/8); II? 682.24 (post 256/5); 12 786.6 (s. Ш/ЛІа., cf. Ребігка, 
Enktesis p.106; SEG 24.133); I? 843.21 (ca. 229/8?) decrees; ІІ? 1225.10, 15 (са. 250) decree 
(Salaminian cleruchs); etc. Even the Themistocles decree, which otherwise shows a fondness for 
assimilation (cf. pp. 622, 627 supra; p. 632 infra), has ту xóoav, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p. 48, no. 23, 
line 44 (— Hesperia 31 (1962) p. 311) (inscribed s. Ша.?). 


48.0534 Second century 


Assimilation is rarer and is lacking in the large decree texts in the period after ca. 
130-125 B.C. (IG II? 1003 ff.). 


а) Before л: Assimilation occurs occasionally. Cf. the decrees: II? 886.11 (181/0, cf. TAPA 95 
[1964] p.239; SEG 16.78), alongside тўу (лобс ib.7; 112 889.8 (176/5, with 12 904); IP 
897.12 (185/4), alongside тфу л- ір. 6; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.212, no.59, line 11 (172/1); 
II? 909.8 (са. 170), has toy x-, voy y- ib. 21; ІР 945.13, 17 (168/7), alongside тбу(2) x- ib. 6 (L.); 
Hesperia 26 (1957) p.72, no.22, line 5 (164/3); 112 952.3 (161/0); Hesperia 16 (1947) р. 164, 
no. 64, line 13 (161/0); II? 968.21 (143/2); Hesperia 17 (1948) p.17, no.9, line 39 (140/39), 
alongside thv x- ib. 22, 54; 1I? 974.4 (137/6). Contrast some 45 cases of no assimilation before 
л- just in state decrees published in IG II? dating to the period 200—130 В.С. (30 different 
texts). 

b) Before f: Assimilation is rare: thy fovAfv: I? 900.20 (185/4), alongside tiv BovAQv 
ib. 8, has toy x- ib. 24; 112 950.7 (165/4); II? 958.27 (154/3); 12 840.9 (printed text incorrect, 
= IG II, no.404) (s. Па.?) (L.) all decrees. Contrast 9 cases of failure to assimilate before В- 
just in the state decrees of 200-са. 130 B. C. published іп IG II? (9 different texts). Cf. т)бр 
Вадбу II? 13124.7 (s. Па.) sep. mon. (in verse). 

c) Before q: Assimilation is not attested. For тбу ф-, etc., cf. П2956.79, 80, 81 (161/0), 
II? 957.65, 67, 69, 71, 73, 74 (157/6) decrees; etc. 

d) Before y: Assimilation is rare: thp ueytovnv Hesperia 26 (1957) p. 47, no.7, line 6 (173/2— 
168/7); xh меу II? 909.22 (са. 170) decrees; тїн шеу II? 1224.аЬс23 (са. 166) decree (cleruchs); 
тор ph I? 1330.42 (post 163) decree (synodos of technitai). Contrast 10 cases of failure to 
assimilate before н- іп 6 state decrees of the second century published in ІС II? alone. 

e) Before x-: Assimilation occurs three times, in decrees: toy хата: II? 900.24 (185/4), 
alongside tov y- ib., tov x- ib. 22, has thp f.-/viyv В- ib. 8, 20 (cf. supra); II? 909.21 (са. 170), has 
toy y- ib., tõp л- ib. 8, but tàv x- ib. 23; Hesperia 26 (1957) p.75, line 60 (= Hesperia, suppl. 1 
[1937] p. 142, по.79 + Hesperia 15 [1946] р. 140, no.3 + new fr.) (164/3). Contrast some 25 
cases of failure to assimilate before x- in just the state decrees dating 200— ca. 130 B. C. published 
in IG IP? (23 texts). 

f) Before y: Assimilation is certainly abnormal, but is more frequent than before x-: toy 
yoappatéa Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 12, no. 8, line 13 (paulo ante 186/5); П? 908.18 (181—170); 
II? 909.21 (ca. 170), has wy x- ib., тоң л- ib. 8, тбу x- ib. 23; toy y- Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937) 
p. 120, no. 64, lines 13, 23, 35, 36, 40 (178/7), but т-у х-, т-у л-; I? 947.6 (166/5, cf. SEG 
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24.136); 112 918.12 (168/7), alongside tov yooppaxéa ib. 6; II? 952.12 (161/0); Hesperia 9 
(1940) p. 122, no.25, lines 13—14 (ca. 155) all decrees. Contrast more than 25 cases of failure 
to assimilate before y- just in the state decrees dating 200—ca. 130 B.C. published in IG II? 
(25 different texts). 

g) Before у: Assimilation is not attested. For тфу у-, etc., cf. I1? 909.23 (са. 170), has wy х-, 
voy y- ib. 21, tõu л- ib. 8; IT? 1006.7, 25, 67 (122/1) decrees; etc. 


48.0535 First century 


Despite the greatly reduced body of decree text it is possible to state with certainty 
that the assimilated spellings have been all but abandoned. The only examples are: 
tòp л- in II? 1038.11, a small fragment of a decree dated to the beginning of the first 
century; there is no very precise indication of date, and the text could be somewhat 
earlier. With this isolated case of assimilation may be contrasted more than 25 cases 
of failure to -assimilate before x in the state decrees dating са. 100—ca. 31 B.C. 
published in ІС II? alone (13 different texts). tòp л- also occurs in a ded. dated to ca. 
97/6 on good external evidence, cf. II? 2872.2. toy xatá occurs in a decree of 95/4, 
cf. Hesperia 17 (1948) p.25, по. 12, line 21, alongside tov xaté іп ib. 59, tov убар- 
patéa in ib. 21, 59, etc. With this example may be contrasted more than 30 other 
cases of failure to assimilate the article before x in the state decrees dated ca. 100—ca. 
31 B.C. published in IG II? alone (12 different texts). 

Assimilation is not attested before: 

В (contrast 7 cases of failure to assimilate іп 5 state decrees dating ca. 100—ca. 31 B. C. published 
in IG IP alone); 

Y (contrast 7 cases of failure to assimilate in 4 state decrees dating ca. 100—ca. 31 B. C. published 
іп IG II? alone); 

€ (contrast 8 cases of failure to assimilate іп 3 state decrees dating са. 100—ca. 31 B. C. published 
in IG І alone); 

% (contrast 4 cases of failure to assimilate in 4 state decrees dating ca. 100—ca. 31 B. C. published 
in IG IP afone). 


48.0536 Roman Period 


The only recorded instance of assimilation is in a priv. ded. carved in the living 
rock at the Cave of Pan on Mt. Parnes, dated to the third century A.D., cf. II? 4830, 
with toy | xaA(óv) in lines 2-3, but тім | xat іп ib. 3-4. 


48.054 Other assimilations of final nasals/. x, В, ф, и, x, У, X 


Assimilation is least frequent in these cases; it is most frequent before p and л. 
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48.0541 Fifth century 


Instances are rare. Cf. u]óoteu pé Hesperia 15 (1946) p. 249, no.78, line C24 (= Hesperia 14 
[1945] p.61, no.1 [= 12 6.107, corrected]) (ante 460) decree, has --шер ВодХ-- in Hesperia 14, 
p.79, line A22 (= F 6.14); [aùt]]óp ладёу ATL 2, no. D7, lines 40-41 (= 1266; Meiggs- 
Lewis p.117, по.46) (447?) decree (first text to show pronounced preference for assimilation, 
cf. p.624); "АХолехі|бєц лобтос 12 359.5—6 (447/6-445/4, cf. SEG 24.48) іпу.; vip цім 
ЇЗ 39.48 (446/5) decree; evudéioap natolda I? 943.46 (440/39) cas. list (in epigram), oveváxen 
ToAéuo ib. 47, but адбуатоу цубна ib. 48; èy xov[oà ІЗ 92.59 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) 
decree; нер лбХс 12 945.10 (432/1) epigram (originally followed by a cas. list), has нер pouyas 
ib. 6, Ябауатбы ue ib. 2, ebxóXeuou pve’ ib. 5, #аВор pi[(uevor ib. 5 (cf. Hesperia 12 
[1943] p.22, по. 4), but дретеу xat ib. 13, -ov фоохбс ib. 12; иар negu- 1274.18 (ante 430) 
decree; 'A9eva]tou Me8ovatot, 4|хбутод Me80vatov ІЗ 57.11, 23 (423) decree, but бйу Мєдо- 
vatog ib. 19, etc.; hó8eu Вӧ[Аоутох 12 154.17 (са. 420, cf. SEG 10.98) decree; (тбу) һєрбү 
xoepatov 12 251.261 (411?), 12 253.265 (411/0), I? 304.2 (410/9) inventories (the unassimilated 
spelling occurs very frequently in fifth-century inventories); tevtágop ходбу 12 373.9 (409/8) 
inv., has many assimilations of the article before л, x, etc., but note xatégov леуте іп ib..149; 
лАйү үс 12 116.17 (409/8 aut са. 407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.267, no.87) decree, diajAvep 
л|0|6с ib. 21, Aloundp pé ib. 5; "Avvtpa]y Геохоу(ос HSCP, suppl. 1 (1940) pp. 247ff., line 10 
(= Meiggs-Lewis p.280, no.92; SEG 10.136; 1247 + new fr.) (407/6) decree; дуаухаїоу 
убуметом IP. 1.19 (403/2) decree, has voy y- ib. 38, 62, бү y- ib. 17, 21, but avoids assimilation 
otherwise, cf. viv xat ib. 8 and xov л- ib. 19, есс.; а]утбү xali Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 274, no.8, 
line 4 (s. Va.) decree; В Юү ү(еітоуес? 12 385.1 (fin. s. Va.?) inv.; а|ю бү x[ovod. II? 2.b7 
(403/2) decree. 


48.0542 Fourth century 


In this century, especially during the first half, these assimilations are at their greatest fre- 
quency. They are not, however, found in a very large percentage of the possible cases; certain 
texts tend to show a fondness for assimilation. 

Among the examples in decrees, noteworthy are: лооЕЕуоуу «oi адтбү хаб in II? 27.10, 11 
(394—387), a fragment of only 13 lines, also has toy ү-, thp л-; Убу xat, o]xovóàry хай II? 28.6, 8 
(387/6), has ФА А- ib. 6, -wu p- ib. 13 (bis), and assimilation of the article before x-, x-, иг, but 
note -opeviwv хос ib. 11, daxovdiwv л|обс ib. 8-9 (L.); xoóEevoy xat, ботіш лебі, адтбү xai 
1I? 77.7, 12, 15 (ante 378/7), with тїн фочАйу ib. 17, but tov y- ib. 6, май уйу хой Фу тбл 
лобсдєу yodver ib.14, etc. Extensive assimilation in the nomothetai decree, Hesperia 43 
(1974) p.157 (375/4), frequently before х, x, cf. doyvoðy жой line 4, Өєбү хоё ib. 12, vov 
айтбү харахт ра ib. 9, yonpátwy хатаролХ ib. 7, has also би л- (cf. p. 621 supra), дү x- (cf. 
p.622 supra), Soopneg, бӨерлео (cf. p.624 supra), £y Ierai ib. 37, 46, нер иетаЕ0 ib. 46, 
etc. For cases of assimilation in headings, note: &yojauu&reveu. Mv[ II? 86.4 (init. s. IVa., cf. 
SEG 24.76), alongside ёухтпоу ib. 14, th]v Воду ib. 17; élyeappateven Matpaxt[r-] II? 456.3 
(307/6). Other illustrative examples in decrees: єїхостїүү x[-- II? 24.33 (paulo ante 387/6); 
Eyxmoty xat II? 53.2 (390—370, cf. SEG 24.77); а|Отор xoóEe[v]ov II? 79.7 (ante 378/7); й) 
лобттесал 12 60.9 (ante 378/7); айтбү xai I? 82.12 (ante 378/7); MoAlvyagtiény xat II? 
84.12-13 (ante 378/7); péu por II? 97.25 (375/4); tòu pèp лобтеооу ІР 204.37 (352/1); та 
нен лорлаїа H? 217.12 (346/5); otxlodep u£v II? 329.7 (336/5); шар pév П2 333.9 (335/4); 
xofivmy хошуйу П2 338.14 (333/2); abtdy xat Hesperia 9 (1940) p.345, no.44, line 35 (319/8), 
has thp p- ib. 39, t-v/t-p л-, бу В-; Soop лаобХАафоу II? 463.99 (307/6); лотобфеү xat ІР 
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1237.119 (396/5) decree (phratry), but cf. неу pou ib. 112, лотобдеу xal ib. 120; цен | [uou] 
II? 1196.B 19—20 (ca. 335—330) decree (deme); etc. 

Similar examples occur in inventories, usually before 350 B. C. Cf. зуд шү xat, doyvooy 
хо[й\оу II? 1377.13, 21 (399/8); Цербү хоти@тшу II? 1378.1 (399/8); бү ГӨлшу II? 1388.33 
(398/7), but ду л- ib. 39—40, ду x- ib. 57, ду q- ib. 59; dvétyxey КаХӘХ(оуу, ovpperntoy хай, 
ful? П21400.42, 49, 50 (390/89); дү KAewvousy[n 12 1401.41 (ca. 390), but év x- ib. 44; 
yooyóvsoy ҳоособу II? 1424.15 (part of II? 1421; 374/3, cf. SEG 21.549), but бу x- II? 1424.25; 
fry ЮМооу, fy КоХМас, бү Kóv[ov ІР 1425.91, 210, 284 (368/7), but 8v x- ib. 319, Яу y- ib. 
297, ётєроү хаудү xovoóv ib. 89, but Etegov xovotov ib. 105, én(xovooy хаубу ib. 82; Ty 
KAéov Il? 1428 (іп add).118 (367/6); ágyóguoy xigón[Aov Il? 1445.16 (375/4); хєрїуросор 
шам I? 1491.27 (307/6), but has - -v B-, --v x-. 

Assimilation is largely unknown in the naval inventories except for several texts with істор 
péyav, e.g. ІІ? 1606.18, 62, cf. 51 (374/3); IP 1615.162, П? 1617.105, alongside otov péyav 
II? 1616.127 (all on one stele, cf. SEG 24.160) (post 358/7); 112 1612.305, 327, 336 (356/5), 
alongside (атом péyav ib. 274; and a few cases of assimilation of the article. But a surprising 
spate of assimilation crops up in П2 1631.403 ff. (323/2), with естір negi in line 403, Өлер 
тоотон лоооофЕйозощ лобс ib. 417—418, but. буй tovtov хаоебосау ib. 416; this text 
also has assimilation of the article before л-, f-, y-; also unusual are the first line of II? 1632 
(323/2), with oxetm 0457 óqe(Aovow: ФАбдт\но$ (note interpunct) and taggóp, лябома in а 
list in ib. 8. 

Assimilations occur occasionally in poletai inventories, usually in those dated ca. 350 or 
earlier: ye(}twp лодс, фоообфеү Ктүриобборос Hesperia 5 (1936) p.390, no.9, lines 7, 8-9 
(ante 350); үк(төн Воооб@ғу II? 1579.11, 17 (init. s. IVa.); Hesperia 30 (1961) p.243, no.40, 
line 9 (ante 350); оіхблеёоу МеХет шір лобс Hesperia 15 (1946) р. 185, no.32, line 16 (ca. 
350), but yeltwv Рооойфеу ib. 21. 

Assimilation is largely lacking in the building inscriptions of the second half of the fourth 
century. Exceptional are II? 1678 (са. 350, cf. SEG 13.49) with tettágwp лоббу, боош лобоїм 
some 45 times in lines 32ff. (failure to assimilate only 8 times), but only one case of хоббу xat 
ib. 33 versus more than 40 of -wv хаб, éxatdp xóba[c Hesperia 30 (1961) p.245, no.41, 
line 21 (post 350), but -&gxov xobó[àv ib.3; тїүү үюубар negi II? 1670.8 (са. 330), noiu иг, 
тетартор ме ib. 5, 30; but vij л- ib. 17, тїр, vov p- ib. 25, 26. 

Some patterns may be seen in the examples of assimilation. Most common are: assimilation 
of a relative pronoun to the following word in its clause; words preceding pév; words preceding 
хай. The remainder of the cases consist largely of nouns and modifiers such as adjectives ог 
numerals. Unusual, and of special interest, are cases of assimilation of nouns in lists such as in 
II? 1632.8 (cf. supra) or 0лобеобюу БОхуоу én(xovooy: хаубу хатахоосоу in II? 1425.81—82 
(cf. supra), in which éníyovoov is assimilated to the following noun with which it does not 
belong and the obvious assimilation хоубу xaváxovoov is avoided; note also éygappateven 
Maupaxmerdvog II? 456.3 (cf. supra), with assimilation before a break in a heading. Rarely 
assimilation occurs before an interpunct, cf. ópeQ.ovou: Фідобтиос II? 1632.1 (cf. supra), or 
before a break in the sense (in pausa). 

For -p t-, -u 6-, etc., cf. 48.07, nos. 1, 2, 5, p. 638 infra. 


48.0543 After 300 B.C. 


The assimilations are found until the first century B.C., but only rarely, especially 
after 200 B.C. 


632. Phenomena of fusion 


a) Before 200 B.C.: Cf. (decrees): -|тос удебац njaj- II? 673.b 10 (278/7); dp лооофхеу IP? 
682.23 (post 256/5) extensive decree with only this assimilation and ёр л- (3), cf. ib. 60, 82, 83, 
elsewhere thv л-, Еу K-, etc.; ходтерор меу II? 687.8 (265/4, cf. SEG 21.373); tijv elowtoap 
ло(отауейау II? 696.5 (post 303/2), has т]ўи эрїїроу ib. 6 (L.); "A8nvó|p [иебео]о [оти] Meiggs- 
Lewis p.48, no.23, lines 4-5 (— Hesperia 31 [1962] p.311) (inscribed s. Ша.?) Themistocles 
decree; has тор, thu, тор B- (cf. p.627), Gp x- (cf. p. 622). (But there are special problems with 
this text, especially if it is some sort of rendition of a document of 480 B. C., as seems not im- 
possible); Xo]uxóy [xoóvov] II? 694.8 (init. s. Ша.). 

The decree of the demesmen of Piraeus, IP 1214, dated 300—250 only on the basis of the 
lettering, shows an unusual fondness for assimilation, cf. естір лесі in line 3, гүдбүвш лаб! 
abtot ib. 26—27, has also Stap хоо ib. 20, бу хай ib. 26, top л-/тӧу л-, tov *-; so also а 
decree of the genos of the Salaminioi dated 242/1 (cf. Meritt, Athenian Year p.234): cf. Bog- 
обдер меу, бутон u£v Hesperia 7 (1938) p. 9, no.2, lines 12 and 9; (other texts): Op nagéðwxe 
II? 1534 B.329 (fr. x) (247/6, cf. SEG 16.118) inv. 

b) After 200 B.C.: хат 16|(ар фо--- 112 886.16 (181/0, cf. ТАРА 95 [1964] p.239; SEG 
16.78) decree, has tòp л- ib. 11; Mywy xoi лобхтоу 1I? 945.11 (168/7) decree, фу хас ib. 15, 
6n]oc обу хай ib. 16, has top л-/лбу л- (L.); лофтор pév II? 1224.abc 13 (ca. 166) decree 
(cleruchs), has ён M-, тїр p-, but т-у л-, отёфауоу peta; Еӛуоеу хай, -oey xat II? 1033.11, 12 
(94/3, cf. SEG 18.29) decree, but бу BovX[evtmotox ib. 6. 

The assignation of II? 13127/8, a sep. mon. with &ya6óg natégwv, to the Roman Period by 
Peek (cf. GVI 1, p. 89, no. 352) is very dubious. 

For the strange tegwo]úvny той in II? 1325.21, cf. 48.07, no.4, p.638 infra. 

For ФУ. Aéyovaw, cf. p. 633 infra. 


48.055—48.056 Assimilation of final v/ лу, Е, 6, A, 0 


48.055 Assimilation of final v/_y, E, 6, А 


a) Before їр: Assimilation is very rare: pèp qovyác I? 945.6 (432/1, cf. SEG 21.125; 22.64) 
epigram on a public sep. mon., has 'A8evaíov: фос 5° (where -v is before a sense pause), but 
shows а fondness for assimilation before u- and л- (cf. p.630 supra); but -v is normal before 
ФУ in fifth-century texts: cf. u£v poegicactat 12 39.63 (446/5), hà Gv фое|фісетол 12 58.17 
(са. 428), xowów фоцф оро), Медоуаоу фоєфіСоуто I? 57.41, 45 (423), лобтео)|оу фоёрюра 
Р 71.77 (ca. 436? cf. SEG 21.30) дес ees; etc.; thy фіфому occurs in only two decrees; cf. 
Hesperia 9 (1940) p. 345, no. 44, line 39 (319/8), has T- иг, л-; -u p-; II? 696.6 (post 303/2), has 
elovotoap ло[ (L.); thv роу was clearly normal. 

b) Before E: Assimilation occurs three times: тёү xovuuayíav 1252.2—3 (433/2) decree, 
alongside tèu меу youppaytav ib. 16; contrast --v xo- elsewhere in fifth-century decrees: I? 46.31 
(са. 4402); I? 51.1 (433/2); 1? 57.42 (423); 12 55.6 (cf. BSA 49 [1954] p.29) (ca. 430, cf. SEG 
14.7); etc. A second case of assimilation may be seen in the ded., Hesperia 19 (1950) p.25, no.1 
(400—350), with d]@avatoy Есуоффу цупиєїоу. The third instance is тбү E[£]vo in line ab39 
of Face А of a sacred law from the Eleusinion in Athens soon to be published by K. Clinton in 
Hesperia (new fr. of Hesperja 26 [1957] p.52, no.9); this text otherwise greatly favors as- 
similation of final nasals. 

c) Before б: Attested are only isolated cases: ёр 'P[ó8o] 12 220.32 (= ATL 2, no.34, 
со]. 1.102) (421/0); ёо "Pó[Boi] 12 221.15 (= ATL 2, по.40) (415/4) tribute lists, where Еу 
“Рббок is not attested; тор "Рббіом II? 19.45 (394/3) decree. Contrast tov бетбу I? 81.5 (421/0) 
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decree; Һблос бу босу I? 54.7 (са. 435/4, cf. SEG 21.33) decree; lév бодол II? 1489.25 (fin. 
s. IV a.) inv.; бу “Рашуофуты II? 5143 (aet. Rom.) label carved оп a theatre-seat. 

d) Before А: Еу assimilated to £A is well attested in the fifth and fourth centuries: €\ А(убоһ 
12 202.18 (= ATL 2, по.12) (443/2), 12 220.29 (= ATL 2, no.34, col. 1.99) (421/0) tribute 
lists, where бу Aívõo occurs in 12 222.9 (= ATL 2, no.28) (427/6 aut 426/5) and 12 221.12 
(= АТІ 2, no.40, col. 1.13) (415/4); & Лєдбмтої Hesperia 22 (1953) p.249, no.2, line 312 
(са. 414) inv., EAAAEA[NTOI, i.e. ¿à A«edoá[vto: ib. 178 (also has ёр л-, ёр иг, бу y-); & 
Миуацс Il? 1638.9 (359/8) inv., alongside бу Хол ib. 44; “Бош. £k Avxeío 12 1357.b4 (= 
Sokolowski, Lois? p.33, no. 17, line C4) (paulo post 403/2) sacred law; 4 AéoBont II? 207.bcd 13 
(349/8) decree; &. Лах(1096буу) II? 1672.71 (329/8) inv. А rare simplification of A to 4 can be 
seen іп é Aovotat for бу Aovoíat Hesperia 9 (1940) p.330, no.38, line B4 (ca. 330) inv., with 
Еу Aovotai ib. B2. For бу Х- (other than cited supra), cf. Hesperia 40 (1971) p.162, no.23, 
lines 4, 5, 50, 51 (= 12 30 + new frr.) (387/6), II? 456.b 13 (307/6), II? 672.5 (279/8), Hesperia 
30 (1961) p.12, no.8, line 4 (paulo ante 186/5), II? 900.17 (185/4), П2 1006.20 (bis) (122/1); 
II? 1052.3 (post 502), П? 1051.7, c5 (= Hesperia 36 [1967] p.66, no. 12) (post 38/7, ante 
31) (L.) decrees; ІІ? 13132а(іп text).2 (= Hesperia 7 [1938] p.470, no.29; СУІ 1, p.366, 
по. 1242) (s. Пр.) sep. mon.; etc. 

The article is occasionally assimilated before in the fifth and fourth centuries, cf.: tA Aóyov 
12 260.26 (430/29) inv., but tov Adyov in another of the same type, cf. I? 256.1 (434/3), and in 
other types, cf. I2 232.2 (434/3) (only a left upright stroke is preserved, but the spacing rules 
out b in favor of М) (L.); x0 Хоушатбу 12 91.9 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree, 10A АФүоу 
ib. 28; ті). MOwov 12 373.210, 214, 217 (409/8) inv. But usually the article is not assimilated 
before À- in the fifth century, cf. 12 4.27 (485/4), 12 84.34 (421/0) decrees; I? 371.12—13 (421/0- 
416/5), 12 374.191 (408—406) (L.) inventories; so also only т-у before à- in texts after 400 B.C. 

The only other case of assimilation of v to X is in ФА A£yovow II? 28.6 (387/6) decree, has 
олоуббуү xat, etc. (L.). бум à- was certainly normal, cf. I? 1102.8 (410/9), II? 40.4—5 (378/7), 
II? 44.7 (378/7), 12 96.5 (375/4), I? 103.16 (369/8), 112 109.8 (363/2), 12 116.8 (361/0), 
II? 142.8 (ante 350), I1? 213.6 (347/6), 1I? 328.9 (336/5), II? 333.ab 9 (335/4), П2 337.9 (333/2), 
12 365.7 (323/2), П2 410.9 — 10 (са. 330) decrees; etc. 

Only бу before à, cf. I? 22.17 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7), 12 127.15 (post 433) decrees, and 
frequently in the fourth century, e.g. ІІ? 46.29 (ca. 375, cf. Hesperia 26 [1957] рр.227-8), 
II? 43.9 (378/7), 11? 107.10 (368/7), IP 109.10 (363/2), П2 139.8 (353/2), H? 218.10 (346/5) 
decrees; etc. 

The spelling стод. Ха йу in II? 1533.34 (338/7) inv. is probably not due to nasal assimila- 
tion, but just a careless omission (cf. p. 636 infra). 


48.056 Assimilation of final v/__o- 


48.0561 Assimilation of év/__o- 


The only word frequently assimilated to following ø- is the proclitic £v, of which 
the examples are of two types: assimilation of Еу to ёс before о/. V, as іп ёс Zápor, 
ёс самібі, etc., in which the geminate 00 is retained; assimilation of Еу to Ес before 
o/__C, when normally the cluster -oot- was simplified to -ot-, e.g. żothàm, less often 
ёоотї йл. 
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а) éc«-év before o/—V. Examples are rare in the fifth century, but assimilation is better 
attested, cf. ёс cavit ATL 2, по. D8.19 (= Р 65; cf. AJP 88 [1967] pp.29ff.) (426/5) decree; 
ёс Хбүүо 12 949.52 (423, cf. SEG 25.57) cas. list, alongside бу ZeouvA(at ib. 50; ёс Zepayı- 
бом) Hesperia 22 (1953) p.287, no.10, line 15 (= 12 328.15) (са. 414) inv., has бу y-, ён ps 
ёс Xápov 12 304А.35 (410/9) inv.; ёс Хбох 121.26 (403/2) decree; --5E44ITOENAE 
(= --Zégo(xó évóe[iau?) 12 31.6 (449—446) decree. 

In the fourth century the assimilated spellings are less frequent than those with Еу: cf. ёс 
Love II? 141.31 (376—360), ёс Leper II? 244.17 (337/6) decrees; but normally év, cf.: Еу 
ZoAayivi II? 1579.10 (init. s. IVa.), 112 1596.14 (са. 350), II? 1566.22, 25 (са. 330—320), II? 
1570.42 (са. 330—320) inventories; Еу ocvid(wr ПІЗ 1237.124 (396/5) decree (phratry); Еу 
Хором II? 1638.21 (359/8) inv.; Еу Zápor II? 1437.20 (са. 354—350), 112 1440.24 (350/49), 
II? 1443.89 (344/3) inventories; ІІ? 416.5 (ca. 330) decree; ё]у Хтотб II? 274.3 (ante 336/5) 
decree; etc. Only Еу occurs before о/—\/ in texts after 300 B.C., cf. e.g. еу ZaAayivi 12 909.24 
(са. 170) decree; II? 1227.1 (131/0) decree (Salaminian cleruchs); II? 1008.75, 80, 82 (118/7), 
II? 1009.39 (116/5); ІР 1011.17, 58 (106/5) decrees. 

b) Ес) < еу before o/_C. The only frequent case is Еу before отр, very common in decree 
texts of all periods (cf. 48.012, nos. 26ff., p.577 supra). In the fifth century éoréAeu (with initial 
[&], cf. infra) is the only assimilated form found in texts in Attic script, cf. 12 39.59 (446/5) (L.), 
I? 60.14 (427/6); AJP 88 (1967) pp.29ff., lines 25-26 (= new fr. of ATL 2, по. D8; 1265) 
(426/5), 12 82.16 (421/0) (L.), ІЗ 115.7 (409/8) (L.) decrees (restored in others, cf. e.g. 1227.9, 
В 73.21, I? 90.23, 1I? 1.67); SEG 3.18.3 (= Sokolowski, Supplément p. 19, no.4) (ca. 420) lex 
sacra. ЕотһАль occurs in the decree, I? 108.34 (410/9), in which Н = (є), and both EI (cf. eiat, 
{уаз in lines 52, 43) and E (e.g. лоёу in ib. 46) are used for (е). But the unassimilated Еу от- is 
better attested in fifth-century decrees: cf. e.g.: Hesperia 16 (1947) p.78, no.1, line 9 (— 1236 
+ new fr.) (ca. 447/6), I? 91.22 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3); 12 56.23 (са. 4302), has thotéAev 
(cf. infra); 12 59.6 (са. 427/6), 1280.5 (450? cf. SEG 22.4), І2 76.49 (435—414, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.222), I? 93.8—9 (425—412, cf. SEG 13.11; 23.19), 12 106.20 (409/8, cf. SEG 24.16), 
12 116.31 (409/8 aut ca. 407, cf. Meiggs-Lewis р. 267, по.87), I? 118.22 (408/7); etc. 


In the fourth-century decrees the following assimilated spellings are found: 

естіле Quite frequent, especially in decrees earlier than 350; cf. Hesperia 10 (1941) 
p. 262, no.66, line 14 (= 1225,8) (post 389) (L.); 112 27.9—10 (394—387): ёо|тїйлуь; ІР 44.15 
(378/7) (L.; 12 53.7 (390-370, cf. SEG 24.77); II? 141.14 (376-360) (L.); H2298 small 
decree fr. (ante 336/5); Hesperia 43 (1974) р. 157, line 55 (375/4) decree (nomothetai), but Еу 
он ib. 44-45; П2 1199.13-14, 29 (са. 325) decree (deme), іп 13-14: всі стрть (L.); 
ботірлть also іп a sacred calendar, cf. ZPE 25 (1977) p.243, line 63 (post 403/2); ¿orhàÀn 
restored plausibly in II? 32.8 (385/4), 11? 39.4 (379/8), II? 125.17 (357/6). 

ёс otm: Fairly rare: ІІ? 24.57 (paulo ante 387/6); IP 111.24 (363/2), alongside Еу отйАтһ 
ib. 21, both state decrees; Hesperia 7 (1938) рр.1#., no.1, line 51 (363/2) decree (genos); 
II? 1128.15 (ante 350) decree (of Cean cities). 

elorn: This is the reading recorded in II? 1138.8, a tribal decree of the decade 390—380 
(cf. SEG 16.105), but the only source for the text (non-stoichedon) is Chandler's copy. It is hard 
to see why he would have altered EX on the stone to EIE (he records &vaygóq£v, tóc), but 
there is little likelihood that there would be no other cases of elotijAnt if the vowel before -ОТ- was 
really (е | rather than |4 (note especially II? 1199 of са. 325, long past the period in which E 
has ceased to be used for [e]; perhaps even II? 717 of the third century). If Chandler has not 
made an error in transcribing the text, the spelling is perhaps due to conflation of elc от їйлүу and 
£v Gavin. Іс must be admitted that the fifth-century spelling ёот Ле, could represent є ость 
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(but note ѓотђ ті in 12 108 with both EI and E for (е), cf. supra), but without better fourth- 
century examples of elorhàn it seems preferable to interpret it as Ғотфтһ, especially as one 
expects a short vowel here, cf. "АӨйудбе (e atbenansde), cf. Lejeune, Phonétique p.139 
(7 Traité? p. 119). 

But even in the fourth century бу ovíjamt is by far the preferred spelling, cf. at least 20 examples 
in just the state decrees dated 350 B.C. or earlier published in IG Il? alone (19 texts); more 
than 38 cases in those of 350-300 in IG II? (39 texts). 

The only certain case of the assimilated spelling found after 300 В.С. is éoovfje[t 12 706.8 
(295—287, vel paulo post 262, cf. Petirka, Enktesis p.96; SEG 24.121) decree. Restored 
examples are: (ёо|сүйлл A[vOiver etc. IP 717.20 (init. s. Ша.) decree (stoich.); -veootn- (= -]v ёс 
om[Am?) II? 1216.b7 (s. Ша.) decree (deme). Both these cases are doubtful and on texts dated 
only on the basis of the lettering. For the normal Еу отїдлу, cf. more than 25 occurrences іп 
28 state decrees of the third century published in IG II? alone. 

Other cases in which бу is assimilated before о/- С follow the same general pattern. In the 
very few fifth-century examples there is no assimilation, cf. Еу XxviOo 12 118.19 (408/7) 
decree; ѓу Exayflovibóv, etc. I? 374.61, 72, 320, 321 (408—406) inv. (L.); cf. Еу Ух(ацфоуһбду 
Hesperia 22 (1953) p.263, no. 4, line 29 (ca. 414) inv. In the fourth century assimilation occurs, 
but is rare in comparison to Еу Zxap- etc.: ёс Z)ugáboc Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 41 
(363/2) decree (genos), has ёс orńànı ib. 51; ҒУхарфоуибфу I? 1672.179, 238, 241 (329/8) 
inv. (¿Exúgov ib. 275 = £x, cf. p. 586 supra), a text without much assimilation, but has £otfjoavu 
(cf. p.605 supra); ЕХхошфоуиоу) Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff., line B341 (са. 330—320) 
inv., but normally Еу Zxay- in this text, cf. ib. lines A247, 255, 260 (= 112 1559.51, 59, 64), 
A456 (= 112 1558.14), А522-523 (= 112 1557.80—81) and in other inventories of the same 
type, e.g. 112 1553.29, Il? 1567.9, IP 1575.3, ІР 1576.8 (all ca. 330-320); Еу Ұхдооя II? 

1576.45; бу ХхоџВоуӧбу II? 1673.11 (333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) inv.; é[v] хаб ом ІР 
1443.107 (344/3) inv.; ёс Ex (ёс = бу, not ёх) II? 1951.213 (406, cf. SEG 22.53) cat. 


48.0562 Other assimilations of final v/__o- 


Unless due to careless omission, the article is assimilated to initial ot- in one fifth-century 
decree, cf. ttotéAev 12 56.28 (са. 4302), but Еу ot£Aawv occurs in line 23 of the same text, which 
has т-у/т-р before л-, ӛр pé, т-у иг, т-р В-. Such assimilations were certainly not normal in fifth- 
century texts, cf. e.g. т-у ot- 1235.18 (post 445), 12 67.4—5 (са. 4242), I? 74.7 (ante 430), 
12 77.18 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31); т-у oto- І? 22.10 (450/49, cf. SEG 23.7), Р 45.27 (439/8, cf. 
SEG 21.29); I? 60.12 (427/6), ATL 2, по. D8.41 (= І? 65; cf. AJP 88 [1967] pp.29ff.) (426/5), 
В 108.40 (410/9); т-у ол- ІЗ 6.58—59 (ante 460); т-у оф- I? 57.46—47 (423), ІЗ 87.17 (424/3), 
В 107.12 (409/8, cf. SEG 21.54) all decrees; etc. Possibly due to assimilation is tò ovpovyóXov 
for tov отооуүйХоу in II? 1672.20 (329/8), an inv. with éotfjoavu (ib. 164, cf. p. 605 supra) and 
éXxayfovibó, etc. (cf. 48.0561 supra). 

Despite a single case of тбоёрбтоу (cf. p.594 supra) in the Archaic Period there are no cases 
of assimilation of the article before o/__V after 480 В.С.; cf. т-у o/_V іп 1275.24, 33 (430- 
4202), I? 77.7, 13 (ca. 435, cf. SEG 21.31), P 109.8 (410/9) (L.) decrees; etc. 

The only possible case of an assimilation of -v in another word (cf. £àXaAayivc in a late sixth- 
century decree, cf. p.594 supra) is in the epigram on a public sep. mon. of 432/1, 12 945.4 (cf. 
SEG 21.25; 22.64), for which лооүбуб обёуос has been proposed; but other interpretations 
are possible, and the letters ОХӨЕМЕХ were actually read by Fauvel (only Ох, i.e. og[Oev etc. 
can now be read), which makes the assimilation of the v doubtful (cf. the apparatus to GVI 
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по.20 on p.9 for other interpretations and bibliography). Spellings like xovoto(v) ёліхтүто(у), 
oxa[Ou]óv in II? 1376.17 (ca. 400) inv. are due to abbreviatory curtailment, as are probably 
vad oxen in II? 1622.639, 664, 678 (са. 342/1) inv., абу oxevy ib. 713, etc. 

Note that бу, áv аге not assimilated before o-. 

The assimilation seen in Etegop офбуболоу recorded for II? 1673.80 (= IG I, add. по.834с) 
(333/2? cf. AE 1971 p.112) would be of a type not otherwise found; but the correct reading is 
Etegov офбубудоу as elsewhere in this text, cf. AE 1971 p.83, no. 4, line 80. 

Only -v is found before С, cf. Еу Céat (cf. р. 592 supra). 


48.06 Special types of assimilation: nasal deletion, geminate simplification 


Assimilation of the nasal before б, X, and о caused the nasal to disappear altogether, 
e.g. Еу “Рббом, -> ёр “Рдбом, tov Абүоу — TOA Adyov, бу Хбџоі > ёс Capi, etc. 
The result was a geminate, normally left unsimplified in the case of о and X and of c 
before a vowel. But -00- was normally simplified to -o- when assimilation has occurred 
before 0/. С: thus in the fifth and fourth centuries éotíjm is considerably more 
frequent than ёс ovíj and by Roman times ovvot- and ovot- are both frequent, but 
ovoot- (attested in the fourth century) is not found at all (cf. 48.0561b, pp.634ff.; 
48.04245, pp.615— 616 supra). 

А geminate -u p- resulted when -v was assimilated to ц-, but this geminate was 
almost never simplified (for ёбџиў in I? 1, with archaic use of -M- for -ирг, and xov- 
uaxo- in I? 10, copyist’s error, cf. 43.011, p.512 supra). The spelling ovpayou іп 
a decree, II? 42.5 (378/7), is probably due to careless omission, as ооррох- occurs 
seven times in the same text (cf. 43.012, no.3, p.515 supra). There is no reason to 
separate extremely rare cases of omission of final v before ц from other cases of its 
omission when assimilation is not involved (cf. infra). The -үү- in ovyyeaqw, toy 
yoappatéa, etc. was not a true geminate but [5] + [g] as in MG. 

A few cases of omission occur where assimilation to p or у would be normal: 
internally there are xovfoAóv, совадбуті, and оуүоафбс (cf. 41.011, nos. 5, 9, and 
38, pp.485ff.) and oúpayor in IP 42 (cited supra). But there is no reason to suppose 
that the assimilation has anything to do with the omission of the nasal; note other 
cases (cf. 41.011) of its omission /_C as іп афі, дуємамбс, éxovíoaxo (plural), 
“Ахуоаубс; лете for zxévte occurs in the text with ovfaAóvu; olxoðt for olxotvtt. 

The omission of the final nasal is better attested: cf. olxtigo лоооообу for olxtigov 
лоосвооду in AM 78 (1963) p.118, no.4, line 1 (= SEG 22.78) (са. 510) sep. топ.; 
natdou éxéOexev Өсубто! (for zxaí(Gow, боубутову, cf. 49.00b, p.642 infra; 41.011, 
no.16, p.486 supra) 12 1016.2 (= IGAA p.136, по.41; LSAG p.77, no.22) (са. 
540?) sep. mon.; тә л|обтаміу is the accepted restoration in the decree, І? 4.24 (cf. 
also line 23) (485/4) (L.), where it is virtually certain that р of тор лобтаму (not x 
of tom лобтаміу) has been omitted (cf. 43.0112, p.511 supra); то yeappatéa in II? 
222.27 (ca. 344) decree (L.); [p]éoeu ЕоХа for pégetv Еола IP 1362.5 —6 (fin. s. IVa.) 
edict issued by a priest; сідтой Хафтүу II? 1533.34 (post 338/7) inv.; дей хаоһотфоюоу 
II? 4710.3 (s. Ia.) ded. (priv.); @EPEIM[ = феову ид II? 13189.7 (ca. 150p.) sep. 
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curses. But here too it is possible to assemble examples of omitted final -v where no 
assimilation is involved, cf. e.g. Меүйоо (gen. рі.) daiktas I? 1085.3 (446, cf. Meiggs- 
Lewis p.137, no.51) sep. mon. for Pythion of Megara (set up by three Athenian 
tribes), careless omission, cf. ewtoev for Ёселоєу ib. 5; буаде уа ё ахо[олб®Ав in a 
decree fr., Hesperia 40 (1971) p. 197, по. 50, line 3 (s. IV/IIIa.); Ям Ехо óvaveAet IP 
652.22 (paulo post 286/5, cf. SEG 23.65) decree; etc. It is tempting to regard spellings 
like то үсациотѓа, etc. as careless omissions rather than simplifications of toy yeap- 
ротёа, etc. An exception could be то otgovytAov in II? 1672.20 (329/8), an inv. 
which shows a fondness for simplification of -00- < -vo- to -o- (it has éovfjcavu, 
£Xxayfovibóv, cf. рр.605, 635 supra); but тў|лоото(уєіоу) in ib. 42-43 looks like 
dropping the last letter at the end of the line, cf. xepáAato | AAA at the end of ib. 68. 
Certainly careless omission is ТӨОХИОТӨУ (= vàv аүалибтоу with omission of NAT) 
in only опе of the sep. curse-texts set up by Herodes Atticus, cf. II? 13188.4 (ca. 
150p.). But certain very late Roman examples might be either careless omissions or 
evidence for loss of final -v, e.g. 4убоб лауто) ІІ? 13162.3 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; 
Өрбсо Тіобубооу Hesperia 3 (1934) p.54, no.41, line 15 (s. Шр.) pryt. cat. 


The defixiones are the only group of texts which show frequent omission of final -v. But in 
them it occurs not only in cases where assimilation to [m] or to [n], or to [s]/__o- are involved, 
but frequently before dentals and even before vowels. In IG Ш.3, no. 110 (400-375) the spelling 
th tinvnly cannot be separated from numerous cases of omitted nasals before tau within the 
word, e.g. ávat(a, алата, аүоойтас, dnonwhSt, тити о); presumably this individual (non- 
Athenian?) tended to pronounce the nasal weakly before a stop (all the cases are before the 
dental т) or at least did not write it. These spellings look much like the spellings frequent among 
the dipinti and found rarely on stone, in which the nasal is omitted before a stop, e.g. vóqn, 
*Agitetm, МЕуабоос, Néadgos, etc. (cf. 41.011, рр.485-488 supra). For other omitted final 
nasals in defixiones cf. th Autiov, th Roviy, тў yuxhy, th [y)AStav, тї Ал|ше|гобоу, те (== Th) 
ёрүасїа іп Kerameikos 3, p.97, no.9 (ca. 350); tò удахба (= xaAx£a), Zwola tóv, ёрүсоїа хай 
in Hesperia 20 (1951) p.223 (s. IVa.); th Падіфйуду іп Ziebarth, GGN 1899, p.107, no.4, 
line 5 (init. s. Ша.?); то уббуцом| in Ziebarth, GGN 1899, р. 114, no. 16, line b5 (400-3502); 
wvxij xal, also has xa for хаб, cf. Ziebarth, SB Berlin 1934, р. 1036, no. 13, line b4 (date?); 
“Аотеш tóv in IG Ш.3, по.75.а3 (s. Ша.?); мої 0vuóv іп IG Ш.3, no. 51.2 (s. IVa.); etc. Some 
caution is in order in interpreting all of these omissions as due to weak sounding of final -v. Note 
the omission before a vowel in one case, before the voiceless tau (without any sign of voicing 
of the т-, contrary to practices іп MG) in others. The defixiones also contain many cases of 
omitted final -с which are hard to explain phonetically (cf. 48.08, pp. 638 ff. infra) and cases of 
ха for xal. Some of these omitted nasals may be mere dropping of the final letter of a word to 
save space. 


The only evidence for an intervening stage tox л-, etc. between tov л- and td л-, 
are very rare cases in which an actual geminate is written: ЕОВОХ одон occurs for 
БорфдЭ одон оп a decree, 12 107.11 (368/7), a text with top иг, т-щ/т-у Л-, TOV үс, 
Еу avi] (L.); отадџох ха II? 1652.24 (334/3) inv., probably an error of Fourmont 
(cf. ib. 7, 11); ёл Пео(алеї) in line B35 of an inv. of objects dedicated by manumitted 
slaves, Hesperia 28 (1959) pp.208ff. (ca. 330—320) (= 12 1554—12 1559 + new 
frr.), alongside six cases of ёр П-, etc. in ib. B60, В70, B94, B96, B212, B214, and 
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three cases of Еу Пе», etc. in ib. B19, B37, B40. Such rare cases are probably copying 
mistakes; there is no other evidence that the disappearance of nasals before stops 
entailed the development of а geminate stop. The interpretation of ton[ọútavıv as 
1o(x) лобтаміу in the decree of 485/4, cf. I? 4.24, cf. line 23, is very dubious (cf. 
43.0112, p. 511 supra and this section supra, p. 636). 

There is no evidence in the orthography of Attic inscriptions for the voicing of a voiceless 
stop after nasals which is standard in Modern Greek. Spellings like тор Ватёро, toy yaddv, etc. 
do not occur. Cases of ovpĝavt- can all be referred to the aorist of ovpBafvw, cf. ovvBávtoc, 
II? 774.b14 (са. 250) decree; ооџВбута, Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970) pp.3ff, line E61 (ca. 
175 p.) imp. letter. 


48.07 False assimilations 


In perhaps five places - appears for final -v before a dental or velar. It is possible 
that such spellings are related to the hesitation between e.g. top and tóv before 
labials. 

1) Еліберор тоёс Hesperia 11 (1942) p.334, line 5 (paulo post 490) decree (deme) (= 41.03, 
no. 5, p. 491 supra); 
2) ЗрхафеХон xo|[v ovox]fjga II? 1673.52-53 (333/2? cf. АЕ 1971 p.112) inv. (= 41.03, 

no. 9); 

3) --xóv үса!| 3 атёа top х(ала II? 521.4—5 (fin. s. IVa.) decree (= 41.03, no. 10) (L.); 
4) [uiv tego] (түу тоб II? 1325.21 (185/4) decree (dionysiastai). 


Doubtful: 

5) to€evp]atwp [5]0[0] II? 1422.8 (post 371/0) inv. (= 41.03, no. 21). 

But it is perhaps better to take nos. 1, 2, and 4 as examples of confusion of p and 
v, also found in spellings like 'A8vovéoc, Воби dooév, etc., which can only be 
copying mistakes (cf. 41.03, pp.491—492 supra). Certainly copying mistakes are 
tou aloeðéutwv, ёлартас, etc. іп the crude deme decree, П2 1183 (post 340) (= 
41.03, no.7). It is also difficult to explain тїн аф” отбас іп а ded. dated s. Шр., II? 
3693.7 (= 41.03, по. 18), as assimilation of tijv to the ф of аф'єстіас, both because 
it is of a type not otherwise found and because spellings like tòp ф-, etc. are not in 
use at this time. 

Го лаидбоо for Хліудаоб on a fifth-century ostracon is probably due to semi- 
literacy (cf. 41.03, no. 4); |П|ацбіомідос for Поубююуібос in a third-century decree, 
II? 654.2 (285/4) (L.) (= 41.03, no. 11), might be related to lack of standardization in 
words like Парфиос versus Пауфідос, etc., but it is certainly an isolated example. 
Perhaps due to influence of Паротбдоц, as suggested by A.S. Henry, CQ n.s. 17 
(1967) p.293. 


48.08 Treatment of final -с 


Final -ç is assimilated to А in two cases: t]OA Мдос| 12 350.46 (436/5) inv. (L.); 
TOA Мфос 12313.151 (408/7) inv. It is risky to suggest that JouvoixAes for Һ|ой 
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АмоидЁс in another inv., 12 270.132 (416/5), shows of) А- with a simplified geminate 
rather than accidental omission of -c, especially as Фэйбоно(с) хаќ occurs ib. 131 (cf. 
infra). Assimilation was certainly not normally indicated graphically before at this 
time, cf. тос Моүштбс I? 91.27 (434/3, cf. SEG 22.7; 24.3) decree; тос Мдос I? 76.56 
(435—414, сі. Meiggs-Lewis p.222) decree; тос A(80g 12 372.85, 199 (409/8) inv.; 
Ес Aaxebaíuova II? 1.45 (403/2) decree; etc. otatéges Aapqoaxevoí even in І? 
350.37, 52 just cited for tod А-. 

The geminate -ss- resulting when final -s preceded a word beginning with s- was 
frequently simplified at all periods, especially when the initial s- was followed by 
another consonant or consonants, to produce spellings like tovotepavouc, tovotea- 
тїүос, брои, etc.; for the examples, cf. 48.012, pp.576 ff. supra. Likewise боту, 
was more frequent than ёс от йл in the fourth century; for the examples, cf. 48.012, 
p.577 supra and 48.0561b, p.634 supra. 

It is doubtful if other cases of omitted final -с can be explained as due to assimila- 
tion, although some have argued for assimilation to a following nasal as the cause of 
omissions of a rare type like the following:. vai уйроту for vaig УОифологу I? 778 
(cf. M. Mitsos, Robinson Studies 2 p.349, ho.1) (fin. s. Ма./іпіс. s. Va.?) ded. (L.); 
ёс та уабс тӛс ёс ХЦхеМау 12302.66 (418—414, cf. Meiggs- Lewis p.229, no.77) 
Аюудос | Паорёуоуто(с) | Navxegatitns 12 9984.1—3 (fin. s. Va.) sep. mon.; 
л0309с отооүүдоус тоб цім хати» 112 1675.10—11 (ca. 337/6) inv. (L.). But it is 
doubtful if the tà vag and тої деу cited above are for тау уафс, voip меу and belong 
here аз suggested by Nachmanson, Altgriechische Volkssprache р. 17, simply because 
of the absence of the intervening stage тойу уорфасиу, whereas ёс Tapa, Ес отд, 
etc. аге well attested. It is, however, barely possible that tatvupqatow is for тойу 
vóugatv (rather than та убифало1у), with simplex writing of geminates charac- 
teristic of Attic texts of the Archaic Period as in 48.011, p. 575 supra. 

Sporadic omission of final -с before voiceless stops is found at all periods: cf. 
Aey[oiteo}s |ФоХЦошо(с) xali] 12 270.131 (416/5) inv., has Бої(с) AvouxA&g (cf. 
supra); тд(с) nagá 12 374.221 .(408—406) inv. (L.); (8&xjo[5]|a(c) лахос 12 1666. 
A99—100 (356/5-353/2) inv., perhaps an abbreviatory shortening, although there 
are no others in this text; putevovta(s) xat II? 2492.5 (346/5) loc., has other copying 
errors, e.g. unóeput for pndevt, also ғістўћас ib. 21, cf. 48.012, no. 16, p.577 supra; 
Фүні(с) лобауілтто Кбіюу) II? 1469.B 98 (post 320/19) inv., perhaps just confusion of 
түс and буй) (frequent elsewhere), although this text has тйотойс ib. B120 (cf. 
48.012, no.43, p.578 supra); лйоь тос) tiv о0(уобоу Kerameikos 3, p. 10, no.6, 
line 5 (127/6?) decree (synodos); лоо(с) тойс дєо0с Hesperia 26 (1957) p.25, no.1, 
line 19 (= 112 989 + new frr.) (104/3) decree; etc. So also omission before aspirates: 
['Agu]óvato(c) Фраюбас II? 1468.3 (heading) (321/0) inv., probably an abbreviatory 
shortening; тої Әфооцс twice, cf. II? 1672 infra. Xargeðépo Pidéa in 12661 is prob- 
ably a gen. sing., cf. DAA p.225, no. 191. Or before vowels: лобдоцс) ёс тб Hesperia 
4 (1935) pp. 13 ff., no. 1, line 7 (410—404) law-code fr.; тої(с) ёх[убуохс IP 105.28 
(cf. Hesperia 7 [1938] p. 627, no. 2) (368/7) decree; тїї(с) tic тос IP? 1252.7 (post 350) 
decree (orgeones); &oxovto(c) Елі П2847.1 (215/4) decree; yevouévn(c) legelas 


640 Phenomena of fusion 


II? 1328.29 (175/4) decree (orgeones); etc. Also before voiced stops: xvo[o]uxvoxai(c) 
Bots II? 2311.72 (400—350) cat., the correct spelling ib. 73, 74. Doubtful: ---Z Ka- 
Хаіаудо [dvéðexe т|ої(с) 565exa део] in 12 829 (s. Va., probably after са. 445) 
ded. (priv.), known only from early copies. 

Omission of -с in more than one type of environment within the same text is also 
attested: тоб(с) Snudtas, тої(с) їерёа(с) II? 1183.21, 28 (post 340) decree (deme), 
this text has many crude copying errors; in a single inv.: Ехтеі(с) xévà^ II? 1672.282 
(329/8), ігоғіс(с) хоќ ib. 305; Әоооцс) таїс ib. 162; тес) 90оолс(588) ib. 162; 
охобуто(с) elc ib. 26; тос) Snuootors ib. 167; this text contains a large number of 
careless omissions, but also spellings like Еотфоаута, ЕУхфооу (= ёх Хх-), etc. which 
have a phonetic basis (cf. pp. 586, 605 supra). Certainly abbreviatory shortenings are 
täs уйс t(s) ер” “НоохМе(оя| Hesperia 7 (1938) pp. 1ff., no. 1, line 94 (363/2) decree 
(genos), cf. "Іоу for "Томі ib. 87; Меуоуо(с) 'Axao: Hesperia 9 (1940) p.330, 
no.38, line B5 (ca. 330) inv. 

Similar omissions occur frequently on bf. and rf. vases, cf. e.g.: huxoxéAe(c) хаос ABV p.668 
(Hippoteles); Пбоцс) халос CVA, Spain 1, plate 8.2; "Ogbaydea(s) холос ABV p.672, Würz- 
burg 205; ho xai(c) xaXóc CVA, Austria 1, plate 3.1; Хашіа(с) xaAóg ARV? p. 176, near the 
Chairias painter no.2 (Berlin 4040); ho xai(c) хайдс ARV? p.246, Painter of the Munich 
Amphora по. 8; Абра халос (= Лбџос̧?) ARV? p.385, Brygos painter no. 228; Zteoaydea(s) 
хас ARV? р. 1609 (no. 2, Villa Giulia); etc. 

Final -ç is not infrequently omitted on vases when no word follows (in pausa), e. g.: Tegudve(s) 
ABV р. 136, Group E, no. 49 (= CVA, France 4, plates 19-20); "Aon(c) ARV? p.977, Agathon 
painter no. 1 (= НКЕ 1, p. 10, no. 1); etc. But Kuoco, Xogo are women's names, Kiooó, Xogo, 
not Кіосос, хообс, on ARV? p. 20, Smikros no. 1 (= CVA, Belgium 2, plate 134): Xogó; ARV? 
p. 1253, Eretria painter по. 57 (= CVA, Germany 22, plate 112.1): Хоро (Ыз); ARV? p. 1247, 
Eretria painter no. 1 (= Pfuhl, Malerei no. 560): Кісоб. Read һебһс Һоїуос̧ on the rf. vase in 
Munich by the Epeleios painter, ARV? p.146, no.2 (= FR plate 155) (L.). Similar omissions of 
final -ç occur rarely оп the defixiones, cf. e.g.: ло0(с) tóv IG II.3, по.90.а3 (s. Ша.?), a text 
with many omissions, cf. Өєодтту, фувбу, бүйСетол, etc.; тахо = тас хоЦубс? Ziebarth, SB 
Berlin 1934, p.1032, no.6, line a5 (s. ГУ/Ша.?); отохоц = абтос хад ІС Ш.3, no.59.6 
(s. Ша.?) (cf. 19.00 b, p. 344 supra). 

The instances of omitted final -с occur іп so many cases in conjunction with other careless 
omissions, even in dipinti and defixiones, that it seems likely they are not evidence for the 
dropping of final -с in the pronunciation. If such a weakening of final [s] occurred in the speech 
of some persons it did not become general, as the [s] has normally been preserved in the modern 
language. 

For обтохс), &xeu(s), uéxowc), cf. Morphology. 

Lit.: MS? p. 109, note 1019. 


49.00 Movable Ny 


a) Movable ny is well attested in texts of the earlier Archaic Period. Thus Éyoaqoev, 
Ело(еоеу occur on some of the earlier bf. vases: cf. e.g. the François vase (ca. 570) and 
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others of the same artists, ABV pp.76ff.; vases of Sophilos (ca. 575—550, cf. LSAG 
р-77, no. 14), ABV p.39, nos.15 (= HBF p.336, no.2), 16 (L.), and p.42, по.36 
(= part of ABV p.40, no.21, cf. Paralipomena p.18 [= CVA, Greece 1, plate 1.1]), 
reading uéxógoev with ABV (cf. p.328 supra). In vases after са. 550 movable ny is 
normal in signatures; in most of these the éxo({)eoev or Ғүоафову is the final word. 
There are cases, however, in which ny is not present, even when it would be final: 
thus ёло(0)Ед6 is the final word on a vase of Group E, ABV p.136, по.49 (= СУА, 
France 4, plates 19—20), and on vases of Exekias, cf. ABV p.144, no.7; p. 146, no.20, 
no. 21; etc. But on another vase of Exekias the ny appears when Елоісаву is the final 
word in "Ехоехіос éxo(coev but is omitted in the iambic trimeter ['Exoe]x(ag Ғүоафов 
халойсоё pe, cf. ABV p.145, no.13. This last stichos also on ABV p.143, по. 1. 
Movable ny is also rarely absent in the large number of cases of ávéOexev on archaic 
dedications, cf. DAA pp.446—447. Raubitschek notes certain tendencies which are 
also found in many fourth-century dedications. The tendency to use movable ny was 
especially strong when a word was at the end of the text; exceptions are quite rare, 
cf. DAA p.39, по.38; I? 520, I? 534. In some cases there was literally no room left 
for the ny on the stone, cf. Hesperia 12 (1943) p.18, no.3; 12676; DAA p.163, 
по.147 (= 12767 + new fr.), in this last text éxoísos is the final word of signature 
at the end of the text. Compared to 112 cases of movable ny (before vowels, con- 
sonants, and pause) in archaic dedications collected by Raubitschek, there are only 
23 cases of its omission. More than half of these (13) are cases of omission before 
consonants in metrical texts where the omission is necessary for the metre. The 
remaining cases of omission of movable ny are those mentioned above (at end of the 
text), and a few examples of omission before consonants (once before [h]). ауёӨтухе, 
éxoinoe continue to occur as the final word in the text in dedications of the fourth 
century and the Hellenistic and Roman Periods, but they are quite rare in comparison 
то avéOnxev, éxo(noev. 

In the lengthy prose texts of the decrees of the fifth to the first centuries B. C. there 
can be seen a gradual increase in the use of movable ny. Thus in the headings of fifth- 
and early fourth-century decrees movable пу is normally absent in ¢ygappdteve, 
hoxe (but never Ебоуає, cf. infra), etc. There are exceptions, cf. e.g. 12 109 (L.), 
II? 26, etc. But the normal practice was to omit the movable ny. The same is true 
when words admitting movable ny occur within the body of the text in the decrees of 
this period, although there are frequent exceptions, especially in the datives and 
locatives in -оЦу). A gradual increase in the frequency of movable ny can be noted 
from the later fifth century until Hellenistic times, by which the use of it is virtually 
universal before vowels and pauses, and certainly normal before consonants. Thus 
гілеу is virtually universal in the formulae at the beginnings of decrees of the Hel- 
lenistic Period. For an exception, cf. the decree of paroikoi at Rhamnus published in 
AE 1953/54, Part 1, pp. 126—129, no.2 (= SEG 15.113) (ca. 215). There are detailed 
statistical studies of texts of the fourth century and Hellenistic times in Lademann 
pp.76—83 and of texts on the period 323—146 B.C. in A.S. Henry, CQ n.s. 17 
(1967) pp.277—284. 


642 Phenomena of fusion 


The formulaic expressions with ЕбоЕеу are a special case. Неге the use of movable 
ny is virtually universal, even in the decrees of the fifth century, beginning with the 
first, 12 1 (fin. s. Vla., cf. Meiggs-Lewis p.25, no. 14). Exceptions are very rare: II? 
123.6 (357/6) (L.), II? 207.1 (349/8) both decrees with ЕӛоЕв tà дійцом. This reading 
is doubtful in II? 207.1 (349/8) decree, because the only authority for the text is 
Pittakes, who recorded ЕбоЕв for 112 71.1, which had to be corrected to ЁбоЁву when 
the stone was rediscovered, cf. Hesperia 14 (1945) p.118; AJP 61 (1940) pp.347— 
353. In II? 123 there is crowding due to an insertion, the probable cause of the omis- 
sion of the ny of &o€ev, cf. SIG? no. 192, note 2. The restoration of £óoEe và дам, 
in a few other decrees is not at all convincing, cf. II? 58.3, П2 276.4; 12 561.2; IP. 
592.4; SEG 2.8.7. Another case without ny occurs in a decree of the nomothetai of 
the year 375/4, where the heading begins ЁбоЁс voig vouoOÉtauc, cf. Hesperia 43 
(1974) p.157. Very doubtful is the restoration éo[Ee тій, Кехоолібі фоли] in the 
decree (tribe), II? 1145.1 (post 353/2). Worth noting is the occurrence of ЕбоЕв in the 
non-Attic decree of two Cretan cities, II? 1135.10 (111/0). 


A strange addition of movable пу to the present subjunctive бүуоғї (= аүуот) can 
be seen in the decree, II? 487.6—10 (post 304/3), cf. блос div..undé eic áyv[o]eiv 
тойс tis [16]Xenc vóuovc. Probably a graphic mistake caused by the infinitive oxometv 
inline 8, cf. A. S. Henry, Lit. infra p. 282, note 2. 


b) In metrical texts the use of movable ny is normally governed by the needs of the 
metre: cf. e.g. 12 7195.5 (post 350) sep. mon., where ny is omitted, ib. 7, where it is 
used; II? 4077.3 (fin. s. Шр.) ded., where presence of ny gives the necessary long 
syllable; 12 3811.8 (ante 250p.) ded., ny added for long syllable; 112 3661.4 (ca. 
200 p.) ded., ny omitted for short syllable before лодс; etc. 


But there are also rare cases of movable ny written contra metrum. А certain 
instance occurs in a sep. mon. of the fourth century B.C., cf. AM 78 (1963) p.154 
(= SEG 22.196), with (һе hexameter Тотобс @vntotow vógov б хойтіотос 
йлда[ујтфу. The remaining examples аге subject to some doubt: 


ора тббє К®Аоу лаїбої én£Oexev Өйубтді perhaps for naidow блевехе Gavóvow in I? 1016.2 
(= IGAA р. 136, no. 41; LSAG p.77, no.22) (ca. 540?) sep. mon.; if this interpretation is correct 
we must assume metrical lengthenings in тӨбе КОХоу to accommodate the name to the metre. 
For the omitted internal nasal, cf. 41.011, no. 16, p. 486 supra; for the omitted final nasals, cf. 
48.06, p.636 supra. All the spelling anomalies may be clerical errors, cf. цтєца for pvēpa (L.). 
Cf. GVI 1, p. 42, no. 147. 


]e8exev "Афібуаїої с) табеуайал makes а good hexameter if taken as: [KoAlpayos роу] єх” 
'Aqtóvatoc táðevaíaı in the ded., 12609 (= DAA p.18, по. 13; Meiggs-Lewis p.33, по. 18) 
(just after 490); that the first line was prose or only quasi-metrical seems less convincing. 

Avoyévnc dvéðexev AlooyóXo huis KeqaA£oc in the ded., I2 571 (= DAA p.47, no.46) (460— 
450?), is a line fraught with uncertainty, but whether taken as a hexameter or as a pentameter 
(cf. CSCA 10 [1977], p.194, note 9) &уёӨєз? Aloy- would be unavoidable. The word order is 
against taking the line as prose (as Schwyzer finally did, cf. MS? p.60, note 510b). For the 
scansion of Керадёос, cf. 10.042, p. 212 supra (L.). 
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Very doubtful: (еу : Ай үХом?Фбілібі. I? 468 (vas) (not part of the text inscribed on stone 
published as 1? 468, cf. DAA p.358) (ante 550) ded.; looks like a line of the following type: 
б Seiva dvéOnxe Ards үлолхдлабі xópn. 

elxev yao гіхоотбу II? 12794 (fin. s. Пр.) sep. mon.; virtually certain although the stichos does 
scan as a dactylic heptameter catalectic; lines 1 and 4 are faultless, and 3 will scan if wvjoxeo@ar 
is taken as uvmioxeo8a (cf. p. 412 supra). 


ә. 


fj сб, Метоу, л@ут ооу tetëi[ušv- ] 02 13223 (s. Шр.) sep. mon.; the text is certainly 
metrical, cf. -ою in the next line, and the scansion suggested seems virtually certain. 

viv бутос̧ лОрүсосү харлой хі. о йуєроуйос II? 5201 (267 p.) ded. 

Very doubtful: (роіроу qyeiv ovx] бом ди% tov байшоуа Peek, AG 2, p.63, по.210 (aet. 
Rom.) sep. mon. 

Forms admitting movable ny are frequently elided in metrical texts, e.g. Eomo’ ёүүйс, ал” 
evdaipwv, etc.; this elision is also frequently not indicated іп the writing (contra metrum), e.g. 
evxdévoe "Аубохідам, Ёдрасе ayaa, etc. For both these types of spellings, cf. 33.012, p. 425 
supra. 

Lit.: MS? pp.113—114, notes 1054-1055; Lademann рр.76-83, A.S. Henry, CQ n.s. 17 
(1967) pp. 277—284; CSCA 10 (1977) pp. 175—178. 
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ADDENDA 


p.62 There are very prominent horizontal guide-lines оп the catalog, ЇЇ? 1711 (са. 150) (L.), 
which are clearly decorative. These lines are carved completely across the front of the stone, but 
the text is inscribed only between every other pair to produce a curious alternating effect. 


p.197, p.200 Although the i of Calvisius is short, the frequency of KaAove(ovoc suggests that in 
Greek this name was normally treated like other names in -isius which had long i. 


p.235 The Eleusis deme decree is now published REG 91 (1978) p.289; for “НоохХЕоо, cf. lines 
22, 32, 38, 45, and 48. 


p.360 Cf. also -ņ Hesperia 28 (1959) p. 195, no. 11, lines 21, 32 (= II? 975 + II? 1061) (post 
150) decree; fj II? 1015.2 (121/0) decree (L.); -o Hesperia 37 (1968) p.277, no. 15, lines 4, 11 
(init. s. Ia.) decree; Extn АЕ 1964, pp.36ff., line3 (= II? 1039.3, corrected) (79/8, cf. SEG 
22.110) decree; фотциа II? 1343.35 (37/6) decree (soteriastai), also p/n, о/о, tõw (сі. 
22.031, no. 11, p.366 supra). 

p.365 A certain exception to the lack of these spellings in the decrees of the late second century 
is ЕххӘлоіюі in Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff., line 106 (127/6), a text with p/q/eu, о/о (cf. 
22.021, no. 11, p.361 supra). The iota is very clear оп the stone, and the reading éxxAnola of 
Hesperia 4 (1935) p.71, no.37, line 60 is erroneous (L.). There is also the fragmentary dyo]oàt 
in the decree, Hesperia 30 (1961) p. 229, no. 28, line 4 (112/1). 


p.366 Cf. IP 1343 in note to p.360 supra. 


p.383 An even earlier example might be seen in балій|с, a certain reading in the ded., Hes- 
peria 29 (1960) p. 40, no. 50, line 6 (= IP 3894 + new frr.), alongside éavtiis ib. 2 (L.). The text 
is dated ca. 130 B.C. by B.D. Meritt, who identifies the Өғофоастіётс̧ of line 5 with a man 
mentioned in a text from Delos of just before 150; but perhaps that man was the grandfather of 
the man in the dedication from Athens. 

p. 409 The reading Пемиеос is certain in I? 1072.4 (116/7 p.) decree (L.). If not a careless omis- 
sion perhaps a rare case of v for [e] (at) similar їо”Ерицеос, 

p.426 Cf. xépi xévo (verse) ABV p.85, Eleusis no. 4267 fr. (new по.280). Here, however, the 
form may be the poetical form хєїуос, 


p.481 Cf. XoXayeóc Hesperia 24 (1955) pp.220ff., line 188 (127/6) decree (L.). 
p.572 Add: Лаулоёа in Hesperia 24 (1955) pp. 220 ff., line 41 (127/6) decree (L.). 


INDEX OF GREEK WORDS 


In citations from texts in Attic script E (= (е)), О (= [»]), ФУ, and ХХ are alphabetized 
under Н, Q, Ч, and Є respectively; Н = [h] is ignored іп alphabetizing. АП other items, including 
post-403 examples of E for vj and О for о, are filed in strict alphabetical order without regard for 


the values of the orthographical variants. 


A 


a~a/—C 268-70; а-а/ М 270-94; 
a~w 233—5; a for а/- O-vowels 292—4; а 
for є 120ff.; a for ı 129; a for o 130; a for 
Latin е 121; а written AI 359, 365—7 

A for 8: 358—62; А for àv 383—4, 386 

-а-, contraction of -av- 416 

4-, prefixed to names from Аяа Minor 
549-50 

абл 358-67; Gn, see n-ü 

й, crasis 430 

8 алаүүӨдөт 430 

'Afácoxavtoc 529 

” АВбеоа 496 

һардеоо 496 


*АВдєрїта 496 
hapdegitar 496 


"Арбюуй 445 

'Aptóvoc 445 

'Apovovta 220 

“АфоуХМс “Нрохдебусүүс 168 
бу 621-3 

бү үйүуетаһ, бу ylyvntat 621—2 
дү yeaqoetar 621 

Gy хавйтам 622 

дү xal 623 

Gyayóvu 226 
"Ауаваууємос 600 
"Ауаваууємос 600 

дуавт, тохт 363-5 

&ya6fi тоҳт(‹) 363—5 
'Aya0óxAca 319 
"AyabdxAera 319 

”Аүвдох оос 157 


"Ауавожта 205 
'Aya8oxAf(ov) 147 
"Ауавохма 207 
ayadap латёроу 632 
аүсддахологхдс 333 
ВаусдХдатологхд 333 
*"Ayapéopwv 568 
*Ayaouxates 481-2 
"Ayyetatys 311 
"Аүүгдейіс 158 
*Ayyedées 158 
'AyyeXeeóc 308 
"Аүүєлғ1є0с 158, 308 
"Аүүгдеійс 158 
"“Аүүелеос 308 
”АүүеМ Өєу 597, 600 
аүүё\Ло 597-9 
&yvyeXov 597 
&yyeXoc 600 
“Аүүүобоюс 561-2, 531 
"Aybwug 575 
"Ауєїбос 269 
"Ауғ\ба 294 
ayehaiog 294 
”АүӨласс 294 
"Аубламбс 487 
аүӨбу 398, 640 
АГІКҮРАМО> 408 
'AyxvAeeUg 307-8, 597 
”Аүхайцейс 307-8 
"Духу єс 308 
°Аүхъ\Өғу 600 
"Аүхораубс 600 
аүхоуофбӧрос 600 
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аүлоха 96; scansion of 411 деироүйа 276 
ayAdppatog 476 (ач |уасс 277 
“АүХамоос 478 'AcEGvógou 481 
һауубберос 503 аєбо not for 81656 51,482 
ayvoetv (= аүуойі) 642 “Аетцс 278 
буубс 566 детдс 277—8 
hayvovotog 503 "Актом 278 
hayvov 503 дфетора 278 
*Ayovina 515 -aets for -шис 279-86 
«үоод 361 арохар 21 
ayogavopetav 201 "ACevetc 309 
аүоойтас 488 "Асбеибс 546-7 
"Ачодратої, 336 *Atnvets 347, 395 
“Аүосолдос 478 *Atwvevs 170, 395 
"Аудрєтбоа 215 АНЬ (= үй) 43, 24 
&үоолбАв, 556 'A0óva 131, 272 


'AyovAefc 158 

"Аудродецєйс 158, 307 

"Аудрудецйс 158 

'AyovAeuxóc 372 

*Ayoviets 158, 307 

ayvets 339 

а&аүшєйс 339 

"АүзЯбеу 481 

*Аүфь (nominative sing.) 366 

dywvoðómg 214 

абеХфеифу, ббеХфешюіб, scansion of 213 

аёе\фебс, scansion of 213 

абеофбс 483 

абиМлтон, 198 

абубс 566 

“Абоу 359 

”Адовфитлуудс 493, 557 

"Абоацос 489, 557 

"Абрашутубс 557 

“Adeuavera 169, 204, 206 

4609с (= аубодс) 487 

-абоос for -аубоос, in names 485—8 

Адра (= Аївдоа) 268 

ас! 275—7; scansion of 275—7, 213, scanned 
as spondee 276 

det- 276-7; scansion of 276-7 

декхЕмос 276 

deluvnatos 276 

дєїубеїу 488—9 

деісілоь 276-7 

”АЕ(отоолос 276 


AGANAAAZ 471 

"Авамака 131 

"Авамаоіс, scansion of 213 

абоублто 131 

аваматоу Ееуоффу 632 

d0óvaxóy pe 630 

"Абеуобфоа 162 

АӨЕ on coins 50 

“Абінуа 366 

"Авпуй 271—4 

"Абтува 271—4 

"АӨууағс 200—1 

'A8nvata 271—4; before 400В.С. 
271-2; after 400 B. C. 272-4 

"Абтмака (= Avaliar) 358 

*AGevatar, “A@nvatat 131, 272; in metrical 
texts 427-8 

*A@nvatda with unusual diaresis 95 

“Абууацхбу 287 

”АӨтуамс 287-8 

"Автуаїкбу 282 

'A8nvaioc 161; scansion of 213 

*A@nvais (fem. name) 287-8 

"Абпуаїс (masc. name) 402-3 

“АӨғуоіон MeGovator 630 

°АӨғуа(оу 162 

"A8nváov 293 

АӨНМЕӨНМ 46 

“АбеуеӨу 398 

”АӨдуецос 202 

“АӨтуеос 297—8 


131, 
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"Авпуї 272 

“АӨйуулос 489 

"Авпудубтам 191 

"Авпуби p- 632. 

“Абіуб 165 

'A0(vvow 168 

“Аброуйос 147 

“Абиоуедс 233 

"Авудувос 491 

&Өоо(ас 334 

ш--а/ С 268-70; аш--а/ М 270-94; 
оһ--ац 287-92; a~e 294—9; a~n 161, 
164; a. o-vowels written a 292—4; arse 
[e] 294-9 

Al for а 359, 365-7 

-at, elision of 419, 425 

б-а 358—67; бі, monophthongization of 
353ff., before 200 В.С. 358—9, 200 B. C- 
end of first century В.С. 359-62, Roman 
Period 362—5; ài written A 358—62. 

А(аучбо 48 

ALlya(t) 567 

Aly&vtvo 567 

Alyetdew (synizesis) 411 

Alysis 374-7 

Alyfs 374-7 

Alyuatetds 286 

у 196, 354, 375 

halywvétes 428 

Аус 374-7 

Alyuntin 136 

aldotev 131 

“Avdov 359 

ales 275-7; scansion of 213, 275—6 

alév 276; scansion of 213, 276 

[alé]vaos 277 

-atéc, ethnics in, in tribute lists 286 

aletiaiog 277 

а(Ї)єтос, etc. 277-8 

-ацєбс written -аєбс 279-86 

Al€nvayéoa 268 

-au-~-a- 287-92 

Айдох (synizesis) 413 

Alpedtavds 140 

Аішмоубс 140 

Фінупотос 277 

Alvéas, scansion of 212 


Aiveávng 310 

Аіугідлііс 310 

Айма 131-2 

Амт 311 

Alyotveg 21 

Algoveis 232 

AiEovéwoc 155 
філадрубу 268 

һаілбАос 428 

Aigai 295 

(h)aigatéc 295, 496 
Algaio, 496 

(h)avgaion 295, 496 
ойоеӨЕртоу 491 

«амс, masc. names іп 400—4 
Айса 496 

Һаїса 496 

aloeto. 277 

дїо то 96, 277 
Alouíónc 501 
harong 501 
їВоцоциоц| 492 

(ота 198 

iomo 197, 276—7 
awot (= й&о‹оот[а 2) 529 
Аісоудіос 530 

Аісҳёсс 145 

Aloxtas 145 

Аїоудоу 226 

Aloxoov for Аісуойюоу 399 
Аісҳофуётс 400 

Aioov 496 

haí(cov 496 

havoovéc 496 

һолобу!о 496 

hatoozoc 501 

Аітодб 135 

AITQMA 278 
Aiyewvos 572 
“Ахабйиға 128, 318, 320 
”Ахабїргша 128, 318, 320 
l'Axa]ónustmg 131 
”Ахабурос 128 
"Ахаїівєу 120 
'Ахарубмоса 539 
“Ахаоуедс 453, 454 
AKAPNIOY 453 


ахбтєюс 313 
ахатеос 313 
ёхблерос 120 
”Ахевотодёшбос 528 
“Ахеотооідус 427 
“АхіХос 448 
ахолодбут. 352 
&xoAov8- 349 
ахбутоц Мебоуаіоу 630 
haxooia 503 
"Ахочідлос 448 
дахоолбХеь 381—2 
ахоолдМү 357, 381-2 
*Axtatov 294 
“Ахтаоуу 294 

“Ахтіһ (nominative sing.) 366 
"AxvidAtos 448 
”АхоХас 447—8 
*AxvAcivoc 448 
”АхаХдцос 448 
haxoAov 495 
"Axveavi) 487 
'Axóv 337 

ёла 513 

”АХадабоу 486 
”АХафохбєос 567 
ФО.оаотоӨүүхт 482 
олафоотос 482 
Флараотооу 482 
“Ahass 280—1 
“Ахаа 155 
“АХамбс 228, 280—1 
“Алафу 280, 293 
“АХғеос 297 
Лео 394 
амалЕрбу 394 
”АХЕЁабоёос 487 
“АХМЕБадрос 487 
“АХ вубоо 480 

ЗАЭ БО 51, 482 
“АХЕвалбоос 551-2 
"АХе)дуібером 21 
‘Adntets 132 
"Adios 367 

hadtets 497 
"АМмеЙсм 497 
“Алхаоуооедс 515, 524 
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“Алхаоудоюь 515, 524 
"Амхаруасіс 515, 524 
“Амхаруасоё 301 
һамхаруаооёс 496 
"Амхаруаєсєїс 524, 539 
”Амхаруасвсш: 496 
Водахарубаою: 496 
“Амхарубооос 524, 539 
ho)uxapgvacoó, 497 
“Амхаруаводс 524, 539 
*AAwiootot (after 350) 258 
"АХхаїбту 96, 365; scansion of 411 
'AXxaioc 294 

“АХхетос 136 

“АХхетес 136 
'"AXxnvouavóg 489 
"AÀxnocuc 528 
*AAxiBiadys KAewto 37 
AAKIMAXQXZ 47 
>АХхо0ӨЕуос 530 
“АӚхотеуоу 559 
“АХхиао- 296 
'AXxy£ov, “AAxpéwv 296 
'AAxueoviónc 296 
"АХхуєоміба» 49 

496, elision of 425 
ЗАХ ос 367 

ФАМУ 532 

ЗАМ ос 532 
”АХЕвудбооу 485 

Фо 512 

бдобеу 513 

дАошиб 533 

аХоцібс 533 

“АХоіюу 336 

haddpevog 512 
"АХохекі)бєу 224 
АХолос (= "АХулос?) 218 
dAóxo 230 

*AXotow 337 
“АХюлехеефс 158, 307 
”АХолехёӨєү 162 
”АХолехёӨєр лобтос 630 
"Adwmexetets 158, 307 
”АМмолЕкоуу оос 217, 518 
“АМмолохоуудоос 217 
ёр 620-3 
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ди Бобдлүсах 622-4 

Gp Вӧлоутах, ӛр. ВобАшута 621-2 
ди нё, Gp ph 620-2 

Gp илбеу 622 

âu n- 621-2 

"Арабохос 439 

"Арабамтб 301 

"Арабаутеєйс 158 
"Ацабамтеєїс 158 
“АрдаЁаутееос 158, 307 
“АноЕаутейс 158, 307 

ара роос 166 

"Арадос 395 

Apatoxo 439 

"Ащфоахіа 434—5 
”Ареуохдлс 301 

бїдеултос 596 

"Ард бохос 439 

"Арміо 191 

" Auune (nominative sing.) 366 
*Applat (nominative sing.) 366 
Gppogov for Ёрророу 121 
'AunAttoc 141, 435 
"Арлоах(а 434—5 
"Анловжхотфу 224 
*Apufoveic 409, 549-50 
"Аруроуацєйс 299 
'Ayvvavóeóc 567 
'Apqaoétnt (nominative sing.) 357 
”Арфиицоё(шу 298 
"Аџрфібраа 125—6 
"Арфиараос 125—6, 293 
”Арфмоёа. 125—6 
"Арфійоєос 125 

"Арфибовас 125 

дифібеми 152 

арфібевім 403 

"Арфібіт 136 

”"Арффооа. 125—6 
”Арфоолотү үс 125—6 
”Арффоаос 125—6 
”Арффоёша 125—6 
'Augixtiov 263—4 
”Арфилбоу 263—4 

“Анфицмо (nominative sing.?) 358 
*Ajgpiooatoc 524 

арфиблес 439 


Indices 


арфотёройс 97; scansion of 412 
&v, assimilation of 620—3 
дм Bédetan, ду фодлүтаһ 621—3 
бу Вохоутаї, ду Вобдауутах 621—3 
бу үбүүетсц, 621 

ду x- 621—3 

ду À- 633 

àv u- 621-3 

ду pé 621-3 

бу un&v 622—3 

ду xo- 621 

ду n- 621-3 

ду ббосіу 633 

бу ф- 621, 623 

ду x- 621-2 

ду qo- 621 

ауарасиоос 547—8 
avayxatoy ylyvetar 630 
дуаухаєві) 600 
áváðepa 162 
dáváðeoov 533 
дуабіуал 198 

avalOnxa 298 
*Avaixauetis 268, 281 
"Ауахаєйс 281 
”Ауаха(аӨвү 281 
"Ауахаа 281 
”Ауахцеос 164 
Чуадохоутес 498 
Фуоддрасту 225 
ауаухойос 600 
”Ауахойёа, 321 
”АуаБЛлиднс 373 
"Ауавілос 515 
ауалбулоу 596 
дуадтудбутес 520 
”Ауавидё ос 552 
ауавхородиов 298 
GvavéOxev 397 
ANATIA (= ёуауиа) 120, 488 
“АуфХедтос 141, 435 
'AvBoóovog 594 
'AvBoootov 597 
”Ауүбитас 575 

dvytiov 601 

"Ауүє\Өғу 598—600 
"Дуубилос 593, 598 
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дүүд 598—9, 601 

&уүкАоу-- 593 

“Аубитас 575 

бубоа "Оуйоцоу 424 

“Аубоофус 489, 493 

"Аубобас 146 

дубоєїос 313 

'Avóoévov 146, 156 

аубоёос 313 

ауботіоу 203; scansion of 412 

аубомиутісохос 529 

”Аубо(ас 146 

“Аубооуібте 232 

аубодУіроу 576 

"АубооооФЕуохс 530 

аубоф лауто 637 

avéyxAntos 603 

”Ахбүхдлүсос 604-5 

"Аубуномос 604—5 

ауєӨёӨє 458 

ауёӨтү (elision) 425; іп verse, written avé6n- 
xev contra metrum 642 

ауебехе, ávéOnxe 640; Ф4уеӨтуе contra me- 
trum 425 

avéOnxe 430 

avéOnxey КалМоу 631 

GvéOExev, avéOnxev 641—2; ávéOnxev contra 
metrum 642 

dávéOnxn 163 

dvéOnxnv 163 

dvéOxev 14 

ЧуЕО,еу 498 

ANEIAI (= ауеОалжтос?) 492 

ауҺЕХеу 498 

ауё\хғу 498 

ауЮХллбх 605 

avédooav 498 

ауеухдлүтос 603 

буғо 415 

бутон uév 632 

"Ауўос 367 

avGaigeow 498 

аубехеу 400 

“Аубеостос 140, 469 

"АуӨідоуос 463 

"Амвіатьос 140 

ауіӨесау 143 
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ауто 230 
"Аулабхиова 407-8 
'Avxüog 294 

бухоуа 598 
°Аухо\Өғу 598—600 
dvxvÀntov 598 
бухора 598 
”Аухмраудс 599-600 
“Аухмоғіттіс 599 
аухоууофбоос 600 
”Ауу вл Гёохоуос 630 
М Avvovoc 226 
йууфоочи 222 

дүлӨо 596 
аулеХочоүдс 597 
"AvguototéAec 489 
"Аудораує 573 
бусҳето 410 
avtavaytyvwoxopévay 562 
аутеуүсафодто 602 
avtt, elision of 419-20 
”АхтиуФуон 226 
“Ауаббту 239, 260 
дутівєца, elision of 425 
АМТІӨНОХ 46 
"Аутидіомс 143, 156 
"АутихМоус 143 
'Avtoxoc 463 
'Avuvotov 96 

“Аутіо, scansion of 413 
"Avuoxéc 346 
'Avuóyvoa. 516 
'Avuóxvo0a. 539 
'Avwoxóg 345 
ANTIIIATIOZ (= 'Аутілатосс̧) 485 
'Avitontoc 520 
аутісоола 520. 
"Аутпоссаїос 524 
”Ауцотос 140, 469 
“Аутирдаутс 43 
”Аутирауоцс 241 
*Avuqtou 481 
"Avis 169-70, 232 
"Аутиохібос 232 
"АутоМт 410 
“Аутбхиова 394 
"Аучимеїа 417 
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'Avtovíeua. 417 
*Aviwvinots 204, 417 
"Аутфу 403 
дучуйоєто 337 
&уб 297, 337 
бу0ссоь 516 
ауее(-- 596 
"АуфібуаЕ 596 
“Ауфоодоу 595 
дуфідбом 596 
”Ауф 595 
“Ауфіло(ле 594 
*АуфутотЕ 396 
“АуФфіхбоес 593 
“Ауфіюуу 597 
дуфбтеоос 594—5 
духіадор лобоа, 593—4 
буо. 366 

"AEnvuetc 550 
ФЕоуовия 154 
”Ахохиохо 21 

ао, contracted to а, а 415—6; av for ao 344 
ads 46 

adtév 161, 344 
Абтохобттс 344 
“Аомібіюс 445 
АОФІТРІТЕ 487 
блаүүӘАғь 430 
длоүоүйу 225 
алаєторатос 278 
"Аларєйс 309 
“Албшосо 539 
ёлартас 491 
алаутихо0 477 
алаутоохо 477 
блата 488 
”Алатбоюс 239—40, 350 
“Алатооіюу 244 
“Алат|омоіюцс 239 
"Алатхобоюс 239-40 
алёбохау 225 
алМнота 517 
”АлеХс 168 
алеубуудє 598 
дліфуу 419 

алі 428 

Grup 196 


алїотүр 504 

алд, elision of 420 
axoylyvntar 564 
алоүхуорќуоо 560, 564 
далобівіс 198 
длобіоєу 189 
“АлоМӘфушюс 324 
anoxdnifopévyn 371 
алохтіуеу 192 
anohiuntar 197 
"АлоХцос 222-3, 367 
“АлоХфоһбос 552 
“АлоХ3бфооу 397 
“АлоХХбботос 226 
"Алодомос 229-32 
"АлодМофбуті 356 
AIIOAAON 39, 46 
“АлбХАоуғы 200 
“АлоМоуёохс 394 
°Алӧ\Момі "Аумеї 339 
“АлоХ3фуукос (synizesis) 413 
”"АлоМофмс 402, 404 
°Алб\Лоуос 512 
>АлоААфуос (= ”АлоХМфуюс) 394 
“Алодюуіе0с 514 
алолоЕ 505 
алолефаухасиу 599 
алоло.ус, 488 
anogatvovtar 519 
блораутўрюу 519 
&zogoaívovta, 519 
алороаутїршоу 519 
алорођБос 520, 551—2 
алорођоос 551 
алброттос 520 
axoteice 300 
АПОФӨІММН 400 
“Алла 543—4 
“Алліос 543—4 
”Алл3ддооос 398, 533 
”АллоМрос 222, 367 
4лрофасїотос 225 
алоубу 396 

"Алфіа 544 
'Anxquavóg 541, 544 
“Алфіос 541, 543-4 
”Алду уу, 232 
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“Алолфбооос 225, 514 
aeapdwtos 519 

“Agaç 555 

”Араос 552 

АРАФІМІОІ (= *Аоафуо) 168 
doaxovtoc, corrected 408 
Geyakévorg 151, 153; scansion of 212 
"Арупа 204 

"Асүйююс 209 

"Адупіом 293 

'Aeyfjov 205 

аоүзоіоу 241 

doyvoóy x- 630-1 

аоүхоёс (after 350) 258 
арүороо 399 

“Аобйос 203 

*Agela 313 

"Арес 313 

”Арс(оо 203 

"Арвітлла 338 
*Agerotovixn 202 

боку 512 

“Аоволауйлоац 415 

" Ageos 313; scansion of 213 
Ареллна. for “Асла 131, 338 
hageoto 433 

*Agéooxovea 529 

agetas 131 

арт ул оо. 577 

Фоетс 399 

”Ареолаүйхсц, 415 
доеолауүсілтіу 233 

"Аро (four syllables) 203; scansion of 412 
APHOX 39 

“Аойоу 203—5 

"Aen(c) 640 

"AgnototéAns 165 

dentos 520 

ҺаобӨноу (бо 428 
"Адійуує, "Ао үут| 565—6 
"Agutdva(t) 565 

”Аошдбуе, “Ари дуу 565—6 
"Арідує, "Арібут 565—6 
"Арійуує, "Арійуут 565—6 
ддівибс 462 

Вао( рс 462 

"Арівобамі, 142 


”Ар(иуотос 396 
“Асіоу 206 

"Api 165 
&о‹оота 529 
*Agusovaydeas 529 
”Аршоот1бес 529 
"Арідотодйом 528 
'ApwoovoAóxov 528 
”Армоторбхе 529 
“Аоивотофбуцс 528 
“Ао(оотоМа 528 
“АоісотФ 528 
”Ар(аотоу 528 
”Ар,оотбуорос 529 
“Аошотайос 295 
"Аоботайхиу 396 
aglote 355 
“Аоіотеос 295 
“Арштёбес 353, 369, 372 
”АрцотЕйбүс 372—3 
”Ариотес 373 
"Асот 372—3 
"Аріотіётс 373 
*Agtotibov 196, 199, 354, 372 
”Армтобареа 320 
*Aguotodépera 320 
”Афшотош(н) 324 
”АрштохХєа 319 
”Аруотбудеы 319 
”Арштох оос 156—7 
*AgtotéxAna 205 
”Ариотохобллүү 51 
“АоиотоХға 321 
"Адріотодеібто 373 
*Aglotovvos 229 
“Аоотбуууцос 516 
“АоюототебХоу 348, 415 
"Аріатоміцо 261 
”Аршотоуйдоо 240 
"Арідтбуучцос 516 
*Agtotovipu 260 
*Agtotovipw 48 
dois 142 
”Арийюу 506 
”Арибуорос 506 
"Aeupoáónc 522 
"Аріфошу 522 


656 


"Архёас 451 
"Agxéónuoc 454 
дохебеоюос 451 
”Архёоос 539 
"Аохеово 523 
*Agxéooas 533, 539 
”Афхёоона. 533 
”Архефбуу 451 

”Архёшу 451 
аожхбеооос 451 
*Agxlrews 451 
бохоутес 455 

бохоутос 455 

дохтцошю 398 
”Архтброс 240, 350 
”Архтобоос 240, cf. 239 
hágxtoügoc 427, 495, cf. 240 
'Aghicoóc 524 
"Аруаобс 523 
devyvelov 240, 489 
'Agviózm 435 
"Agnoxoütns 462 
"Арлохдалішу 462, 467, 469 
*AgeaBatoc 129 
&ообббетос 519 
'Аооєуєіӧтс 373 
"Аооєуђфтқс 373, 522, 536 
Geenxtos 520 

борту 536 

Gegntos 520 
4оотфбоос 127-8 
deenpoed 127-8, 536 
"Аоо:В(В)отос 129 
*Aggidatos 129 
"Афойох 522 
"Аорімінбо 142 
"АфршютоотӨлс 510, 533 
”Афрштбуурос 533 
”Афобфооүос 522, 533 
'AooAenc 399 
*Aggovviiavds 220, 533 
“Аромбу 534 

"Асоотф 397 
"Арахоубцо 397 
“Аоташс 121 
дртёрата ороройс 519 
“Аотеш (асс. sing.) 637 


Indices 


”Архерол 367 

"Артбушуос 492 

"Асофрас 489 

"Арбуфас 489 
"Аофохобттс 462, 469 
“Аофохооліюуу 462, 467, 469 
"Аруаубой (nominative sing.) 359 
архо(о (after 350) 259 
аохе/о-, names іп 451 
”Архёос 145 

“АохёВюос 530, 533 
"Аоуббтиос 136 
дохебеооос 451 

Goyer tóc» 176 
'Agxevetónc 373 
"Aexevfuóng 373 
"Аохеуіғос 409 

'Aexevoc 138 

"Aexeouoc 43 

”Архёотохос 480 
“Аруеотобтт, scansion of 411 
”АрхЕфбу 451 
дохі---4одебеооос 139 
"Аоҳийуасса 539 
4ох(фоххос 543 
”Афх(барос 136 

ах Өёорос 451 
"Аохидеюус 157 
”Аох(дот, 432 

“Аоҳілхлтс 44 

*Аоух)ёс 398 

”Афхуос 400 

бохоуто Елі 639 
фёрхоутоРафоформбуос 576 
”Архллоу 399 

Һ&оболос 495 

аспа 204 

&ovog 552 

“Асхулийбоу 480, 573 
“Аохделийбтс 163 
“Аохдулеіс 417 
*AoxAnntea 313 
”АохХари ва. 313, 417 
”Аохдариоббтцис, scansion of 413 
"Асдтроб, 336 

*Aopito 567 

" Aouexoc 567 
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“АолЕубос 567 
'Aoo| 529 
*Agoledi[tar 483 
”Аваеоїсоц 496 
hacoegitar 496 
"Ааатоіттс 524, 539 
”Асо(юу 497 
“Асохдлүлібӛтс 529 
“Асохилүлббооос 529 
'AcoxAnmóg 529 
“Асооцетос 530, 567 
> Асот \ос 529 
&[co]vetov 529 
°Асотєоблт 529 
*Acotudye 529 
'AootunaAauc 528 
”АсотолоХоиёс 286 
“Асфухолос 614 
даафуфоооу 610 
copaknav 203 
*Aoxtov 572 
"Асолоббоо 48 
“АтоХдте 487 
длеуүйс 599 
arf 384 
"Атдубіах 155 
“Ат0іс 544—5 
бтла 260, 453 
“Алдос 407 
атоха‹ (= адтос xai?) 640 
åtóv 384 
атбс for 80т0с, 344 
8100 383—4 
atots 384 
"Атраруттубс 557 
"AttaAna 169, 206 
”Атихой 95, 97 
"Avus 545 
атбуу 384 
ау 344-5; av, contracted from ao 415—6; av 
written ao 344 
Qv written A 383—4, 386 
Avyoócteua. 169, 204 
Аббюс 445 
Atvévatos 561 
АубоХЕшу 439 
АлбадЕоуу 439 
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АҮН, not for Aurelius 482 
АҮН(мос) 391, 445 
"Дуібіос 445 
Addeatar 134, 138 
atiev 348 
aviéw, ev for то in augment 384-5 
Avatar 134 
AùMëta 134 
Atiuog 236 
Athog 236 
av&éw, ev for nv in augment, reduplica- 
tion 384—5 
Адоїдос 236 
айооу 503 
haveuov 503 
Atvoovinv 131 
аха 362 
абті 355 
адтес 161 
Avtvaiog 561 
Av1ópovAoc 240 
абтбу x-, x- 630 
Абтохдаа. 152 
АбтоХ юу 439 
аотбц n- 630 
Айторцавто 43 
Avtoxo(a 20 
аОтфу 225 
А?фібюс 236 
ag’ Ёс 498 
aq’ ёстос 400 
ag’ ёотіос 498 
ag’ істіос 143 
ag’ б 498 
“Афабуойос 129, 566 
афаюёсонои 498 
>Афбуойос 397 
дтедтфбтос 463 
"Афіта 205 
афі 488 
"Афіумаїос 566 
"Афібумаїос 566 
"Афібраїос 492 
“Афібуаіо 336 
"Афібуаїос 566 
'Aquóvaio(c) 639 
”Аффоёос 125 
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афихубрсуоду 498 Batwv 347 
атюотацеуш 498 Báxxe 541 

дфуешдуу, scansion of 213 Ваху- 541—3 
'Aqotfov 324 Ваху‹ос 541—3 
apeaxtwv 477 Ваху 402-3 
'Agoeyavóg 141 Вахус 542 
“Афоихаудс 141 Вахуос 541-3 
*Ageodelarog 197-9 Baxythog 542 
*Ageodelais 403 Вахф 543 
“Афробёсцос 139 BoXaveiov 313 
“Афообіоос 199 Вадамбом 313 
hageodite 460 Badeguavés 444 
"Ageodty 399 Baltos 444 
"Афротдє 438 Валўрис 164 
"АФошдеісіюс 230 Bóng 444 
*Aqooótavoc 233 Водф(биюу 313, 486 
"Аффеу 403, 544 Вацфібеом 313 
"Аффіа 544 ВаофОХеаа 169 
'Aqquavóg 544 ВаорОАта 169, 204, 206 
"Афрос 543—4 Варүудчётоц 134 
"Ахаа 210, 288 Bagyviuntys 134 
"Ауаца 209-10, 288 Варубдеуо: 492 
”Ахамхос 288 Ваоде! 356 

'Axavxóc 288 Ваодаа 152 
'Axavec 346, 481 ВоодЕиос 149, 156 
"Ayagvéva 152 Васо: 365 
"Ахаруєіос 156, 149, 232 Вас, scansion of 411 
"Аҳаруёшҳ 155 Ваол(6ос, scansion of 411 
AXAPNEOZ 224 Васдлс 354 
"Ахефіом, 481 Baowis 354 

"Ayta 321 Baowdtons 515, 539 
Ayeta 321 Раодиосоа 539 
дуоубес 398 Ваооос 539 

бхоь not elided 424 Batevets 308 
"Афоуубік 136 Вотейс 158 

dhógvov 499 Ватеїм (= латеіу) 437 
бһорос̧ 499 Валєбс 158, 308 


-афу for -амбу, rarity of 292 
-афс for -оһфс, rarity of 292 


B 


B~p 492-3; B ~n 434-7; В--ф 471-2; В for 
Latin consonantal и 442 ff. 

Baftdelan 486 

Вабе(Соутас 201 

Baía 347 


Ватоахеиобс 313 
Валоауеофс 313 
Вбёхеюс 200, 543 
Вауюс 543 

Bayts 543 

Bayos 543 

Bóxxn, Ваухє 541 
Béxxvog 541—3 
Вахуіс, Baxxis 542—3 
Ваухіс 403 


Ваххос 470, 541-3 
Ваухддом 542 
Вбххюу 542 

Веүетос 443 
Bevaonte 298 

Beweiv 138 
Ветамос 444 
Веифоас 202 
Веубідеа 313 
BevitSeva 313 
Веуео 138 
Вєуоботос 220, 444 
Веєуботос 220, 443 
Верублос 443 
ВереЕхобубос 443 
Веоеуеіхібтіу 196 
Begevie)uxlins 405 
BEPENIIKIAHN 198 
Begevixn 405 
Весоеуіхір 170, 405 
Вео(е)уіхібтс 404—5 
Begevixic 405 
Begv(e)uxtóng 404-5 
Вермпкіютвс 169, 405 
Веоуіхт 405 
Веоуихбтіс 404—5, 14 
Begovixns 405 
Ветдилүуі| 407 - 
Bnovaáónc 436 
Bigos 443 

Втюоц 280, 523 
Втоаєйс 280 
Bnoaevts 523 
Втовоиеоу 409 
Bnoteóc 296-7 
Bhoor 162 

Впосфу 540 
ВАсіое 201 
В‹Вдло- ~ ВъВмо- 263 
BifovMa 444 
ВфооМос 444 
Вихобс (= ліхобс) 437 
Віхтоо 444 
Вихтореїуос 444 
Віме 138 

Видтою for Bidtov 412 
Віжадто 436 
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Buted\Ma 443 
Вотбооршду 334 
Вот9о9 366 

Вобелс 349 
Вошбоощфу 334 
Вошбіраутес 334 

Воді) (after 350) 256 
ВбхоВвбос 492 

Фолфу 396, 426, 432 
В]бу 248 

Воо: 522—3 

ВОРАХ 523 

Вбовос 522 
Вообаүбоас 479 
Вооодбеү x- 631 
Вооодбер pév 632 
Фоооббеу 522 

Вос 245, 248, 255, 351-2 
Воолоовіттіс 197 
Boxóáóng 251 

Borens 136 

BovOetég 349 

Вомбеіеус 309 

BovAn (nominative sing.) 366 
BovAbow 267 

Води боову 492 

Bots 253, 255, 349 
Bovráósc, Bovtáónc 51, 253 
BovtaMov 349 
]Poaxuxac 434 
Вовххос 527 

Во отус 376 
Boevtéotog 141 
Boevrfjovog 141 
Boetavvia 141 
Вогү:убарібас 438 
Вокүгубоюс, see Bovyivdaguoc 
Вокаубаоос 438, 567 
Beixívónoa 438 
Вохобутис 567 
ВохоФс 567 

Booris 369, 376 

Воһвіс 196, 354, 375-6 
Bovywbóovoc 438, 567 
Вомуіубтоа, see Boux(vónoa 
Вобүос 437, 471-2 
Воуүхемс 598 
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Bovyxewóg 309 
Вобхос 437, 472 
BovAAeavóc 313 
BovAAewavóg 313 
BQooAXevov 313 
Bouvyetés 556—7 
Вохоғес 354 
Bovońts 369 
ВефВдо--ВЦУо- 263 
Bvtávuoc 567 
Bvuttóvuocg 546-7 
Воло 260 

Вороа 535 
Висамтіа 548-9 
ВьтаМоу 260—1, 349 
Воно: 232 

ВФу 351 


r 


ус я 437-8; у- у 471-2; ү, omission, spi- 
rantization of 440-1; у/ С, gemination of 
531 

T (Ionic gamma) = у before 403 B.C. 31 ff. 

Гавос 200-1, 96 

Гбиос, abbreviated K 438 

Голос 96, 94, 200 

Га 403—4, 402 

Tadatna 205 

Галотсса 539 

Гаомуіоу 446 

Tagyétog 513 

Гооүйтос 516 

Горүётцос 513 

Téota 549 

Tavxta 482 

үү for у/--С 531; үү for Latin -ng- 600 

TE 40 

үєүоуёа 314 

yeyoveta 314 

yeyovulas 339 

yeyovu@v 339 

véns (= yatnc) 298 

Үсіуеабал 196 

yeivyntat 197 

yelvopar 196—7, 561-5 

yewvopévaig 197 


Indices 


yewóusevov 196 

yewdoxw 561-5 

үешүлббиора. 166 

yevonnous 166 

yeltop В- 631 

yeltwp л- 631 

yevopyóc 154 

Tedeovt- 398, 408 

TeAeoviig 398 

убу 161 

ҮЕУЕЙУ 131 

үєуғйсхоу, scansion of 213 

-yéve()a, names іп 321 

yévnv dqoóvuoev 419 

үсуутітіс 518 

yevopévn ієреіас 639 

Геутіуші 567 

Геутіуос 567 

Teguavixera 206 

Гєррауих охс 204 

Геороуіжа 206 

Teovóve(c) 640 

ylyvopar 561-5 

усууфома» 561-5 

уіуповам 161 

ylvopar 561-5 

Ywóoxo 561—5 

үх for Latin -nc- 600 

Глахоуос 345 

ГЛАҮКЕ 40 

үһаох ойс 318 

IAavxíag, scansion of 413 

TIAav?tómó, 21-2 

ГО оутес 398, 408 

Гігоутіс 398 

yAttay 400 

Tàúxn (= Гладит) 344, 39 

АСҮКН 39 

ГХОхоу 344 

ҮХФутас 489 

yha@oa 540 

yh@ooa 540 

үХФта 516, 540 

ұлтта 540 

qv 79v 565—6; yv — xv 560-1; үу, treatment 
of 561ff. 

Гуабюо (synizesis) 413 


Гуаїос 565 

умафеїом 560 
үуафейс 560 

чу хос 560 

Гуіфоу 560—1 
Гуироуібтіс 560—1 
Губин 225 

ҮУбфос 566 
үоуффдас 596 

үбуф 361 

yooyóvevov 314 
Үооүдуеоү yovootv 631 
yooyoveov 314 
Гботоу 437 
Гортбміос 437 

ос (= лфоүос?) 259 
уб- ко 556 

Гоаүєтт- 476 

ГРАГІ for Гарүётиос 165 
Гоаєйс 281 

Гоайс 281 

Госихос 367 
yeapatets 515 
yeapatetw 515 
үойцшо, elision of 425 
yooppatet 356 
yooppatéva 152 
yoopuatetov 314 
yeappatéov 314 
үоарратї 356 
yeavpateta 597 
Yecnpaoc8a. 530 
lYouuévov 396, 478 
ГРМХЕХ 396 
Гочүде0с 309, 598 
Гомч(е|Ес 308—9 
Гоу йс 309 
Teuvyés 556—7, 598 
убо 339 

Үоас 339 

TuOeatys 311 

уч()- 339 

yvia 339 

yuionayeis 339 
Tuxéa 482 
yupvaceragyioas 200 
yupvaotats (genitive sing.) 366 
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yuvaixéa 314 
yuvaixeia 314 
ҮЈУђ 366 
yovnxl 164 
үзу) 267 
Гуфіміс 403 
yoviap л- 631 


А 


5~6 471—6; ð ~À 484; 6 — 1 438—9 

&' before Н = [h] 499 

Әойоебеутес 499 

Sav 422 

&ё'ёоєтїс 120, 426 

5Тэрохёроха, 499 

бо 499 

Adega 414 

AaubóAevov 314 

АоббАоу 314 

бохбас 96, 365; scansion of 411 

50лбоох(ау 364 

болбо%хос 364 

бабобуос 364—5, 96; scansion of 411 

Aauxoátnc 218 

Aavoxoátnc 218 

Аоіоо 414 

Абра халос 640 

Аордаошобте 572 

Aayaoxnvi 367 

-баре(/)0а, names in 320 

Дарбіас 153, 149 

AayoEéva 136 

-Өарос, names іп 136 

Aapotdat 397 

Aavaic 292 

bang 439 

АВЕҮ$ 22, 546 

бё, elision of before бу 422-3; 66, Н = [h] 
usually dropped after & 499 

бё (= 50) 164 

88 ау 422 

8668 425 

бе млбу (for Малу) 226 

бё oi 424 

бё °оєтїїс 120, 426 

56 (= det) 184, 186, 301 
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деу nog’ 489, 580 
беті 157 

déntar 157 

Acı- for Ant- іп names 373—4 
déuntar 157 
беїбораці- 471 
буйры: 169 
Aewlov 241 
AclEevog 373 
Аевцраудекілоу 201, 489 
Aevov8étov 157 
Aewytvou 232 
Sévvtar 154 

беха, elision of 423 
беха бофауоу 424 
бехбүє (= Sexcter) 439 
бехабеу 468 
Aexedeaou 305 
Aexeheet 356 
Аехедееос 305 
Aexéherav 305 
Дена, 305 
АехеХекейс 305 
Aexedets 305 
Аёюмос 526 

Аёхдос 406 
Аёхорос 222, 406 
бехафоХоу 216 
Acor, corrected 215 
Aepoyéves 51 
AEMOOAON 471 
AEMOGON 471 
Aepooteam 162 
deE(q, corrected 359 
AckipBeotog 616 
АеЕ(уфоотос 616 
Aegadvatnv 190 
A£obac 136 
бєрхорёуа 131 
АврходХос 518 
бєроїохос 536 
бёаалогуа, 530 

devv (= бі обу) 432 
déxe00801 530 
бёхоңа 455 

AH for ДИ 168 

Anu, names іп 373—4 


Indices 


Айдоуос 374 
Afppaxoc 374 
An&evos 373 
бткФшүу 393 
Anxehéws 163, 305 
Anigis 164 
Anuagéte 44 
Атшоодоу 409 
ônpagxıwı 468 
ónuágxov остђоох 528 
Anpetea 162 
Anpetela 162 
AEMETEP 46 
Anuirers 403-4 
Anpnteov 394 
Anpnteegos 532 
Алмас 145 

Spor 336 
Дтиохдєїйду 43 
Anpoxiévous 156 
Anpoxeaten 320 
Anpoxeatera 320 
Атрохобт 356 
Алрохоол(а. 320 
-бтиос, names іп 136 
Snulooto] hó[ooc] 42 
Anpoogam 571 
Ат\ңоффу 412 
Атрофооу 412 
ӛтубошоу 167, 169 
Ат о 50 
Дтоабиіттс 169 
АГ 42, 428 

би, elision of 420 
біаббоєос 224 
Avavdoupevds 268 
биолбосоутос 538 
биеХден лобс 630 
бисуғхіс 132 
dSthaguécavi 498 
&upofjónv 520 
&аоро@йс 520 


dvagevOplcavt 521 
Зиатаааеадан. 540 


біафадувамть 477 


біафіооута 142 
біафодвє, 477 
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Svayeronoas 168 

AIAAOC = бубаохадос 102 

Avduporeyitar 300 

биеровуубас 339 

dtetlav 297 

Ацетрёфтс 301 

бівбрацрос 471 

dthiévar 498 

біхаіау, scansion of 213 

Avxauldns 292 

бух Ч) ох 211 

бу хаос for Suxalws 50 

duxavocowvns 533 

бихоцоодул, scansion of 213 

А сас 403 

Arxatwotvyn 232 

біхаосоло 546 

АцовӨЕус 165 

Діміоу 198 

Avo-, scanned with long 1 413; synizesis of 
413 

біфеМам 230 

Avoyévna 205, 321 

Avoyftov 488, 565 

AIOAQIO (= Avoddgov) 485 

AIO@ANE 470 

Дуба 319 

Діда 319 

AvoxMévovug 157 

Мох, 147, 380 

Мої 144 

Аюхдіос 144 

Atoxditiav@ 169 

Ацороцейс 298-9, 305 

(AJIOMEAHE 39 

AIOMEEZZ 346, 533 

Avopeets 305 

Лор (с) 305 

Дорес 158 

Avoperets 305 

Avopetc 305 

Лоро, corrected 492 

Avovioryéves 261 

Амушос 261 

Avoviowv (= Atovvotov) 262, 394 

Avovotov 397 

Avovvoód oa 397 
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Аюудоеос 202 
Avovwvarddotov 409 
Аюуучаюу (synizesis) 413 
Avoviarg 402—3 
Ашуүйооу 241 
Avoviow 359, 362 
Avon£8nc 301 
AvooeQixa, 194—5 
Ашоошсоц 194-5 
Лоюохоріётқ 219; after 350 В.С. 256; synize- 
sis of 413 
А.бохооос 219 
Avooxovolónc 219 
Avooxoveldis 168 
Awoxovoo 219 
Амюхмр(дтс 267 
Avosoxoveldov 529 
Акбтецос 197 
Avovphdns 218 
Амфедбос 460, 469 
Літдос 453 
біхоба(с) л- 639 
Араби 197 
Арабфтоу 197 
Argen 202 
бирбёоес 299 
AIQIAOS 47 
AIOIAQZ 47 
бӛиәфеМа 215—6 
биэфодос 215 
Avwviow 230 
AIQNYZQX 39, 46 
бр, treatment of 567—9 
Ayuóupoc 397 
биофов(цоуос 492 
ӛу--үу 565—6 
бубфос 566 
бохёс 300 
Sox (indicative) 356 
бох) 360 
Sons (= бохеїс) 191 
Addiyos 215 
50)ос 240 
Дорёотиҳос 469 
Лорғтаубс 140 
Аорёиос 140 
Аорбиос 140 
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Абиуа 407 

AdEEa 547, 555 

боохабеос 314 

боохббеос 314 

AOZQ 40 

бооМмоу 240 

AP = drachma in II? 2776 107 
Добхоу 226 

боблауоу 120 

бовхийу 233 

gayon 468 

Аоциүгокс, corrected 168, 479 
боунас 396 

Аророхлўс 232 

АХО (= био) 397, 515 
ӛдрелф 215 

боїу 197 

Avveixéty (= Avwixitov) 192, 260, 507 
Avwvluntos 192, 507 

600, elision of 423 
AYOBELOKAIMEOIAES 353 
боо xoóotv 631 
Ацюуунаддүу 262 

Avovixntos 507 

500Х0.0с (synizesis) 413 
dmdexate 356 

50)ос 240 

бореб 311 

Suge 311 

АообӨ ос 153 

Аородёо 358 

Аоообаію 232, 298 


Е 


e~a 294-9; к--ғ/. С 301-2; e~et/_V 
302-23; e~n 159ff., in Roman times 160, 
163ff., in defixiones 161,8; е--і 137-9, 
141-5, in Latin words 139-41; Е-о 
214-7; е for а 120ff.; є written EY 348; € 
written Н/ a, ах, о, оо, 0 146-7 

E, EI as graphemes for [e] before 403 B.C. 
172-77; in Ionic script 31íf; E for ғ 
(inherited diphthong) 299—301; E for y after 
403 B.C. 49-51, 159 ff.; E for nu (fourth and 
third centuries B. C.) 354—6; E for ı 137-9, 
on vases 138; E for i 139; E for v 267 


Indices 


-€, written contra nietrum in third person sing. 
verb forms 425—6 

é for Ех 587; é for év 633—4, 637 

ё ахоолобдеі 637 

ё Лалтёоу 486, 572, 587 

ё Лоюо(он, 633 

€ Meditéwv 587 

E 353 

-ға, feminine names іп 318-21; -ea for -eia 
312-21; -ea, toponyms in 318-21 

ёйү 622 

éay ylyvyntar 622 

éay xehevwouv 622 

гари- 620-2 

ёар меу 621 

ған pé, ёар ph 620-2 

éàp x- 620-1 

éapé 511, 594 

Ейу, assimilation of 620—3 

ёйу В- 621, 623 

ёбу BovAntar 623 

Еду x- 621-3 

éàv u- 621—3 

Еду pé, ёйу uf) 621-3 

éav л- 620—1, 623 

EANSGIZ (= Ейубіс?) 45 

“Еаутібос 297 

"Еауаєхіас 410 

éàZaAoyiw 511, 594 

éatijs 384, add. 

-є@ттс, ethnics in 310—1 

éatóv 384 

батої 383—4 

Еотодс 383—4 

ёатобто 383 

балі», 383—4 

батбуу 383—4 

favi 361 

"EBageaitov 436 

"EBaqoüc 436 

”Ефофобюу 437 

"ЕВафоббілос 436 

éBeoxevacev 437 

“Ерцхаоліп 437 

“Еріхтттос 437 

ёМохолос 437 

"EBoXog 347 


бу for ёх 579-87 
£y for Еу 619-20 
èy (= ёх) B- 580 
éy (= éx) y- 581-3 
£y ү-, ёу y- 620 

éy Гаоүлттіюу 620 
бу (= ёх) ô- 581 
бу х-, év x- 619-20 
бу Borio, бу xPwtior 620 
£y Юададббу 619, 580 
éy Котс 580 

éy (= èx) À- 585 
èy (= ёх) p- 583—4 
ёү (= ёх) v- 584 
£y voupnviar 584 
éy IIeigaubg 580 
éy (= éx) ó- 585 
ёү Х-, év X- 620 

£y (= fjv) 162 
éyaCetar 640 
ёүрВддХЕу 511, 580 
£ypáwmgs 580 
éypipatwv 580 
éypoX 580 

ёүү for ёх 531, 587 
ёүү- vs. évy- 602—5 
£yy Mvoowotrvtns 587 
Вүү бахтоАшу 531, 587 
éyyew@oxopev 564 
Eyyovog 581-3 
£yyooqóc 604 
-ғүүоафос 604 
ёүүобфо 602—4 
ёүүхоті[у] 132 
éyyónv 603 
Еүүзто 602 
éyyuntys 602-5 
ёүүдс 593 
éyyutato 602 
ёүбахтол- 587-8 
Ғүббхтодоь 587 
бубібома 581 
Ёүбоок 581 
ёүбохд 581 
ЕГЕЛЕОХ 39 

бух for ёх 586, 580 
ёүх- vs. бум- 602—5 
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бук Пеосийк 580, 586 
éynatdexa 587 

ЕүходФ 602, 604 
éyxeywpévny 602 

ЕГКН (= év Кецлабфу) 170 
#үхйлра 602-3 
ЕүхоМЕсоут 602 
Éyxtnovy xat. 630 
&yxtynaw 603 

éyxtntixdv 603 
ёүхїодлос 602 

ёүхошюу 604—5 

éyAey- 585 

éyhéyep 585 

ёү\үєи л- 632 

ёуХал- 585 

“БүХехтос 585 
tyhéyoovtes 585 
Еүмлдбутос 585 

ёүдХоүёс 585 
ёүлоүборќуоқ 585 
ёүХот оюу 585 

éyAv8e- 585 

Еүһохтос 584 
Еүнаотчоғу 584 
Еүлдеисаофу 580 
Ёүроцо (= Eygeo) 232, 299 
éyoapáteve 512, 515 
éyoayuótveve 641 
éyoappatevep p- 630-1 
Еүовоцилеуеу 399 
éyeavpatevev 597 
Ёураафеу 21 

Бүрасфу 398 

Eyoaoye 21 

Ёүрадое, Eygawe 640-1 
Ёурафаву, Ёуролреу 640—1 
НЕАТОР 438 

вутофеї 580 
ёүфеоорёуцу 587, cf. 570-1 
Еүтоофооута 587, cf. 570-1 
Еүхешібіюу 603 

Ёүхооуо, 605 

268 164 

16бу?ос 22 

EboEe 642 

ЕбоЕғу, movable пу in 642 
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Ёбооку 230 el 66 € potoa 425 
t6ootv for ЁбоЕғу, rejected 552 et tus 516 
{босо (contra metrum) 425 el 380—1 


"Едодту 161 

Jee[ (= x]eAe[vxàw) 482 

-é&c, nominative pl. of demotics in -Єбс in 158 

-вєбс, demotics in 304—6; ethnics in 308—9; 
-eevc for -є1Є0с 304-9 

eCadaptvog 551 

éCéquyov 551 

іі 323 

*E0€3-, names in 426—7 

"ЕФӘаубоос 426 

"Еведохоблтс 427 

*E0eAóovog 426 

£069 426—7 

Exa (contra metrum) 425 

ЕӨуес 353 

EOvvov 490 

EOvoty xai 632 

eu~e/_C 301-2; e~e/—V 302-23; e~n 
1704, in defixiones 161,8; є. --ї 199-202; 
et~T 190-9; £ for є in nom. pl. of demotics 
іп -Е0с 158-9; є, (inherited diphthong) 
written E 299—301 

et for ти 368-83; before 350 В.С. 369,31—32; 
in dative sing. 369, 377-80; in subjunctives 
369, 380—1; in augment, reduplication 381; 
in módnu, nós 381-3; et for тү in names of 
phylai 374—7; other lexical items with & for 
ть 370—4; ек written т 356-7 

ЕМ. V, scansion of 211-2; е/. V written Н 
202-5; e/_V written I 205—7 

ЕІ, E as graphemes for [е] 172-90; EI before 
403 B.C. 172-77, in lonic script 31ff.; 
E replaced by EI 177-90; last cases of E 
189-90; EI for [e] and OY for [о], rela- 
tionship of 178, 184, 177 ff., 241-2, 248 ff. 

EI for e/—V 147-59; clustering in certain 
texts 147-8; rarely overlapping with є for 
t/.—V 148; earliest cases of 148; last 
examples of 148—9; explanation of 149- 
51; in metrical texts 151; EI for &/. а- 
vowels 152—3; EI for 6/--0, ot 153; et for 
e/_w 154—6; & for &/ оу 156—7; & for 
e/__e, €, 157-9 

-(€)t-, contraction of -&- 416-8 


el for fj. 378-80 

«Віа, accusative sing. 152-3 

-є()а, feminine names in 318-21; toponyms 
in 318-21 

-єїа, festival names іп 169, 204, 206—7, cf. 
417-8; perfect participles in 338-9 

-(e)ta, contraction of -iea in festival names 
417-8, 206-7 

ёбу 152 

elagtvas (synizesis) 411—2 

сас, Еотцое 425 

-évas, accusative pl. 153 

Eléowv 201 

(бт, ethnics in 310-1 

fuv 148, 383 

бамто- 152 

éravtoús 148 

Еіаууаушуої 201, 543 

-e(óng for -ông in names 373 

BEIAO 470 

elegevs 392 

elégia 201, 206, 95 

elegopávmns 95 

tiepoqávtou 201 

-&£6, et for є іп 158-9 

-evets, demotics in 304-8, nom. plural of 
158—9; ethnics in 308—9; ambiguity of cer- 
tain forms 304-5 

elim 323 

-єй]с, £t forc in 158-9 

Jel6va 339 

-ela 209 

Еіхабёиоу 156 

Elxaguets 197 

Е(хеХос, false reading 202 

єїхостіу х| 630 

Бємоєті, 495 

Е0.ЕӨло 342—4 

Ейекус 201 

Ейе(Өча 342—4 

Ейе(Өшо 342—4 

Ейгоой 201, 523 

єї 503 

ЕӘлура 463, 505—6 
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henga 463, 505—6 tiZvaOuó 577 
ЕМӨша 342-4 tiZtepóvovuc 577 
elAuxtéges 163 е(Етійас 577 
elhixtie 178, 186 іст 577, 634 
elAlEac, see хаха ас ЄГУсүйлүү 577 
«(Куди 503 Elouv 201 
Ейобео 342-4 elZqivas 578 
ЕйОлӨєєц 196 кіта, 299 
elua (= elva) 491 Eltevatog 152 
elut. 176—7 tiwxev 381 
elpu 534 Elquowáóns 167, 197 


tivavov 516 

elvi (= гіш?) 491 
Eiobatog 259 

EvoAsoc 23, 192 
ElióXov 202 

-Е(()ос, -є()а, -Е(()оу 312-8 
-єїос from -niog 208-9 
ЕюоМмос 95, 201 
elgyatuévov 547—8 
гісебт 381 

&oé8noav 361, 381 
Elgevatog 163 
Eigeotóng 171 
гіоедиӛутіс 171 
гіоеос 392 

&ionu£voc 381 
Elgnvéov 297 

Elow, Еїрібі 188 

tlg 178 

heu; 495 

-&t6, personal names in (from Asia Minor) 200 
-&с, -вдос 369, 374-7 
гіс ovv. 577 

eto’ (elision) 425 
Eloagyou 199 
tlofjvevxev 598 

Elou-, namesin 198—9 
Elovyévya. 197, 204, 321 
Е(обоа 400 
Еіюібфоа 197 
elZixveviac 576 
Elotov 230 

tlovoboag n- 632 
гісордс 362 
єіслоабёу 569 

{ос t- 527—8 


гіхғ 301, 302 

elyev (contra metrum) 643 

єїхӨрол юү 302 

-éw for -éov 156 

-éung for -ёюс 155—6 

ёх, treatment of 579-87; before voiceless 
stops 579—80; before voiced stops 580-3; 
before aspirates 583; before nasals 583—4; 
before liquids 585; before o, 6, E 586; 
unusual assimilations 586—7; Ехүоуос, 
Ёүүоуос 581—3 

ёх written ё 587 

ёх written бу 580—3, 587 

ёх written éyy 531, 587 

ёх written бух 586, 580 

Ех written éxy 586, 571 

Ех written ёхх 531 

ÈK- for éx x- 578, 580 

ёх В- 580 

ёх y- 581-3 

ёх ô- 581 

ёх ідо» 586 

ёх x- written ЁК- 578, 580 

ёх À- 585 

éx u- 583-4 

Ех v- 584 

ix б- 585 

ёх o- 586 

ёх ZaXayuivog 586 

ёх Хпрауіббум 586 

ех ox- 586 

ёх Ұхацфоууибфу 586 

ёх оф- 586 

Ех ot- 586 

ёх x- 583 

Һех лоббу 587 
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Ex хоіуіхес 587 éKoAovob 578 
EKABE 39 éxoor[c]t 189 
“Ехобйияш 128 ёхлелдЕОХОбФу 339 
"Ехабтиос 128 Һехлоб- 587—8 
“Ехсахоїос 268 Һехлобе(с) 587—8 
“Еходєкєйс 308 "Екодтес 347 
“ЕхоХелс 158 Еховцобфоете 585 
“Еходейс 158, 308 ёхогСоӨдоётол 585 
“ЕхалӨту 163 Exoere 21, 555 
Ехбатомс 336 билєб(с) névO' 640 
Exaotwv for Exactov 226 €xty 361 
éxatop лобас 631 "Extooo 38, 48, 479 
“Ехаторфоифу 605—6 ЕКТОР 39 
£xaxóuBev 606 ЕКубабтуееоу 578 
ёхаторВоа 606 "Ехфаутідто 583 
Ехатбилебос 606 "Ехфаутос 571, 583 
éxatov-, assimilation of, in composition — 'Exqatíóov 486 
605-6 ёхфёооо 583 
“Ехатоурамфу 605—6 ёхфёоооог 583 
“Екотоуфефуа 297 ёхфёоо 570, 583 
ёхатбуледос 606 ёхфефоо[ 460, 583 
ёхВоіуо 580 éxyodxdpata 583 
ёхВолесда, 580 éxyg- 570-1, 586 
ёхфоддо 581 "Exypavtos 571, 586 
éxBaddvi 580 £X Лохаббуу 633 
éxy for ех 586, 571 £X Aghavtor 633 
ёхү Марабоуіоу 586 ё. Ағафол 633 
éxy Mugguvovtms 586, 571 £A Мимаїс 633 
Éxyovog 581—3 £X АМубос 633 
ёхүраф- 581 б. Avxelo 633 
Єхбүйос 581 ба 278-9 
ёхбих- 581 Өафор pOipevor 630 
”Ехє-, dissimilated from ”ЕХє-, names in 452 бавоуєу 492 
éxe(vov 231 “Еддеі 281 
*Exéhados 488 *Edaevs 281 
&x£vow. 161, 358 Әліп, etc. 278-9 
éKegapéwv 578 "Ела 279, 288 
"ExéquAog 452 ELAIA (= 'EAata ог?ЕАш!@?) 279 
ЕКуфисеоу 578 Euta 279 
Ехх 531 Eai 281 
ёххлЕлодлбохтуүута 531 'EXawóg 281 
Exxter 531 Фотобс 288 
£xXayBóvew 585 éha(t)i- 288 
іздєіфдвт 585 #ёАанубс 288 
"ExAextog 164, 585 Eats 288 
£xÀnoia. 514 £Aawóc 288 
ёКойОлс 578 бом 278 


Index of Greek words 


éhavonm@Ans 278 

бабою (for éAéov) 298 

“Елоілфу 288 

Әлоллеоу (= ёх Ларлтоёюу2) 486, 572, 587 
Әоттоу 540 

бабу 278 

“ЕАВідлос 447 

“Едебтте 311 

"ЕмМүхс 404 

"Ехєбёооц 346 

hE\ciOva 342—4 

Елла 342—4 

“БӛғіӨиіке, scansion of 343 

*EAévnt (nominative sing.) 366 

*EXAeovotoc 297 

EAEPA (= 'EX£pa?) 138 

”ЕХємбєрсї(ос 299 
”ЕХмбёогу 402, 404 
"EhevOla 343 
"Елда 343 
“Ехеоовіу- 199 
“Едемовіуежюс 200 
“Елемовіуеіоу 202 
“Елемовіуісс 196 
*Edevoetvig 403 
“Елеудію. 343 
“Елефу 143 
éhed@vais 296 
ELFOSAI 23 
Өлрөтобрүцосу 479 
“Елйуоу 512 
]&evov 512 

бот 360 

“Eixe 162 
ҺеМхтс 42 
Өмхтїо 178, 186 
"Емоу(до 143, 260 
ал” evdaluwv 425 
Әсілі. 196 
(ло 605 
бМиєміас 605 
ӨдМлөӨөөс 605 
EAAAEA[vtou (= 
Лоло 605 
--edoupe-- (= Evvi]eXobue[v?) 241 
heAxió- 503 

”БХла6-, names іп 483 


б. Лєдбмто) 482, 633 
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"EAnívevxog 483 

"EXnwog 483 

Өлөөи 24 

би B-, év B- 618 

ёр BoXà 618 

ёр BovAevtqotor 618 

ёр p-, év p- 618—9 

ёр л-, ёу л- 617-8 

ёр лау 617 

ёр Tlevgatet 617-8 

ép Пералєї 617 

би xóAev 594, 617 

ёр лодХА Дог 617 

ёр лоотауеіоі 617 

ёр ф-, év q- 618 

Ер ФОортдлббу 618 

Енебцииуоу 532 

Енесеітеосау 198 

Еш 176 

Ештоофбоооу 129 

Ёдикуа 602 

"Eppevidns 602 

ёрдёүо 602 

ёрророу spelled Gupogov 121 

éun- vs. бул- 601—2 

Енлебошүау 602 

ёрлєборхойцу (= ёрледорхоїєу) 162 

”Ерлєбд 602 

ЁилХєоу 602 

ёрлдбуогу 602 

”Ерлорикдс 602 

"Еулорішу 602 

Ёрлорос 602 

Еилоосодеу 530 

éputp 344 

бу, assimilation "ов 593—4, 601—5, 617-20, 
632—5; іп Archaic Period 593—4; in compo- 
sition 601—5; not in composition 617—20, 
632-5 

Еу written ё 633—5, 637 

Еу written Ес 633—5 

év В-, ён В- 618 

еу ВоуХеутрол 618 

£v y-, бу ү- 620 

Еу беБіа, corrected 359 

£v Zéau 152, 592 

ёу х-, бу x- 619-20 
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év Воно 619-20 ёубехбхе, 360 

év À- 633 £v6exóty 360 

év pr, ép u- 618—9 ёубёйш, 359 
ёул-,ёил- 617—8 évôéotuovg 547, 549 
Еу Ilevgavet 617—8 éveyxau£vn 605 

бу лдээ. 617 ENEOINOIOIEN 353 
Еу лоХ- он 593 évernoxippato 162 
бу xnoutavetot, Еу ttoutaveíou 617 ёуёхо 498 

Еу 'Pauvobvu 633 évOade éoyou£vo 425 
év o/_V 634 бувабе of 424 

£v Уаїацім, 634 Еубафба 460-1 

Еу самібіам 634 бувамбвої 460—1 

év УсорлйМац, 634 буваїта 461, 467 

£v Ino. 634 бувбє 399, 14 

év ox- 635 £v ppeyaeois 26, 534 


Еу Ххарфоміддм, Еу Zxayfvibov 577, 635 
év Ухайбох 635 

Еу ҮУхбоол, 635 

ЕУ or- 634-5 

év стеле, бу отїйлр 634—5 
év Ióga 634 

Еу тё\є 300 

ЕУ q-, ёр q- 618 

£v x-, бу x- 620 

EN = &(ovi)v 102 
hev (= Еу) 495 

Ғуа, elision of 423 
vau, late case of 189 
Еуаетиоу 278 

évate 356 

Ёуахоу 139, 386, 516 
ёуаллду 394 
ёуВоћоу 601 
évBefnxóow 601 
ёуфдУлдос 601 
EvBodou 601 

буү- vs. ёүү- 602-5 
ёүүеүраррёуос 604 
Еуүгіуеобол 564, 604 
évygageis 604 
ёуүсафў 604 
-evyeagos 604 
ёуүрафо 602—4 
évyónv 603 
évyvnths 603—4 
évyús 593 

Еубех” Ёхоута Em 424 


Еуімбодеабол 498 
ёух- vs. ёүх- 602—5 
ёухаіо 602 

ёухам№ 604 
ёухахогхоббитоае 603 
(h)evxavtats 602 
(Һуеухебута 602 
évxexo)An[ 603 
бухеутої 603 
Еухехао- 604 
бодлра 602-4 
"ЕухбАліос 604 
Ёухттос 603 
Еухохддос 602 
évxópova 602 
ёухаоцШох, 366 
ёухощоу 604—5 
ёу\еіло 605 
"Evpevidns 602 
Évvaxov 516 

évvé' бохоутес 423 
£vv£a, elision of 423, 419 
évolas 346 

tvog 503 

ёул- vs. Єрл- 601—2 
"Еулебішуу 593, 601 
“Еулебос 601 
"Еулецфіхбс 601 
”Еулцихос 601 
"Еулооихбс 601 
"Еулоріоу 593, 601 
фулорої 601 


ЁулоооӨєу 601 
Ёуолоубос 605 
ёуот саун, 605 
Еутазба 461, 467 
Еутаба бло 425 
ёуфауєїс 601 
ёуфам о 601 
Еуфеобикуа 601 
Ёуфотос 601 
бухараї- 604 
ёуҳею[ 603 

&E- from ёх + o- 586 
ic h- 498 

ЕЕ written ЕЕЕ 555 
éE t- 586 

ЕЕ Zéas 586 

Éxc Аёроо 587 

éE E- 586 

Ехс Xounetadvov 586 
éE ó- 585 

éE ‘Pyvelas 585 
ёхс "Póbov 585 

&E o/_V 586 

ЕЕ ZoAayivog 586 
ЕЕ ХихЕМас 586 

èb Zovviéwv 586 
éE ox- 586 

ЕЕ от- 586 

ЕЕ оф- 586 

ЕЕ vAao(ov 587 
héxc 495 

ЕЕ, assimilation of 587—8 
EE written ёүү 531, 587 
RE бахто\оос 588 
ВЕ бахтолоу 588 
ВЕ бє 588 

ВЕ боаҳифу 587—8 
ВЕ бфочс 588 

ВЕ һбута 588 

ЬФус лобєс 587 

ВЕ лобфу 587 

ВЕ atolyous 588 

ВЕ отошфцала 588 
héys тадаутоїс 588 
hèxs tov 588 

BE хбес 588 
Ехоошое- 498 
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eEargotpar 555 

£ZaXagivoc 586 

Ехоадеудто 41 

Е5еро 586 

ёБбахтол- 586 

éyoehév 498 

бхобхом 498 

éyoeveyxéto 597 

éyoevevxéto 598 

£Eexo(no'oóx 425 

Ebete written Exoete 21, 555 

éyoeyetév 500 

éxoEyóuevoc 500 

£yoheyóvrac 498, 500 

ФЕВ 555 

ЄёЕ єробрє 298, 555 

EEEvBadntiov 436, 516, 586 

Eto 226 

#Бо[ 586 

ЕЕомуоу 586 

ёЕлобас 587 

£Ev- from ЕЕ v- 586 

éEvBetauóvov 436 

cEunetauov 409, 586 

ёЕолєтєфү 586 

'E5oveóc 297 

“ЕЕшуйбеу 297 

'EEovfj; 169, 297 

-€0- contracted to -ev- 414-5; -єо-, synizesis 
of 411 

-eov for -eov 312-8 

Еботһ, по [h] in 500-1 

-€06 for -e10¢ 312-8; -єос, genitive in 224 

ёл Tlevgatet 637 

ёл ісой 504-5 

ёлау x- 623 

Елауаүкубохеобол 231, 564 

ёлбуаүхес 597 

вламадтифблаєта 489 

Елауаухес 600 

ёлаугвуа 201 

"Елафоёс 436 

”Елафоббелос 198—9 

"Елафоббттос 168 

“Елафоббілос 199, 436 

"Exagewdeltov 230 

ёлёүүрафос 604 
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ёлєбї| 301 

Елебехеу (contra metrum) 642 
Елебау, assimilation of 620—3 
Елебау n- 621 

Елеібеу y- 621 

"ЕлкиМбис 417 

ёлєгүєх- 381 

Елеіуесау 381 

”Ел хаос 191 

“Елемос 191 

Елернтлбт 163 

énévyeagos 604 

“Елеуихос 138 

ёлєобтра 233 

énévevog 501 

éxevEnpévov 384 
Елеуйфисеу (imperfect) 548—9 
елеуйфсе(у) 549 
ёлтүёүсалто 162 

ЄлүүүеӨ- 381 

énnqwex- 381 

Еліруесау 381 

énnvEnoev 385 

елі, elision of 419-20; in formulae 421-2 
hexi 495 

Елі дүшуобетоу 422 

Елі ёуаурафёос 422 

Елі 4охоутос 422 

Елі архбутюу 422 

Елі адтохоёторос 422 

елі ёлїң&\лүтфу 422 

елі legelag 422 

елі єрёос 422 

Елі ‘Indxov 505 

Елі [tot бєїма) бохоутос 421 
énvywópuevog 563, 565 

Елабі 196, 198 

Елидерор тоёс 491, 638 
Елібіхубикуоу 198 
”Елцдорос 408 

”Елцборорос 408 
"Елібророс 408 

"Елиєхідто 417 

Envy (= ’Extyévyv) 441 
Enko 42 

'Em0éXAov 532 

ёл(Өєра, 161-2 
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éxiOnpa 161-2 
"Еліхарлос̧, corrected 400 
"Exwxsténg, false reading 202 
"Елихцфцоіос 169 
“Елахтфісіос 523 
"Елімідтс 417 
>Елахратїус, false reading? 168 
'Emixgaxía 196 
ёліхттүсо(у) ot- 636 
ёла 314 

éxipédera 314 
éxupedertevov 165, 167 
éxipehtobwv 184, 186 
ЄлииӨлрау 203 

ёллиё орон, 184, 186 
éxipehovpar 184, 186 
"Emweixeua. 206—7 
“Елиуеихеіюоу 201 
*Exwelxia 207 

"Елка 207 
ёліорхоіиту 505 
ёлиолалт)рес 506 
ёлиотвуоц 504 
ёліотбЕєоу 510, 553 
”Елдотеуоу (= “ЕлцотЕуоу?) 559 
ёлиотооМүү 510 

Еллеүіо- 507 

блихідтоу 204 
énutganédia 550 
"Елітоүҳбуоу 601 
"Елітоуђоќа 597 
“Елалуухауозу 600—1 
"Елимудуозу, corrected 487, 601 
”Елирбууа, 205 

еліхоХхос 465 

“Еліхоотс 167 

“Еліхоос 167 

Єл рой. 366 
ёлхоосоү xavóv 631 
"Елхобттс 397 

“Елхтцтос 400 

énónoev 327 ff. 
ёлоџсаууто 531 

éxoteoe, éxo(noe 641 
ёлоієоєу, Елойтоеу 641 
éxoleov 396, 398 
éxo(voato 487 
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Елбулеисау 596 
Елбуонос 233 
Елоотеуеосау 218 
Елохеойс 397 
Елта, elision of 423 
ёлта Em 424 

ёр °Рббо 632 
"Egat 295 
“ЕрахдХєйлас 164 
Еоаушотайс 528 
'Eoaotuía 549 
ёраабс 191 
”ЕрохФуасоа 539 
ёрүб Суусан 161 
"Eoyoufjvns 162 
"Еоүбуп 214 
égyaota (acc. sing.) 637 
ёрүбосато 533 
égevcau£vo 556 
"Бовхбеібос 302 
Еоворанеуал 556 
hegepes 408 
heoeu(c 408 
"Eoexoéc 347 
ёрєоёс 318 
"Eoco((5nc) 189 
"Eoéovog 524 
Еоғсй 120 
"ЕоєхӨғӧду 234 
"БоеухӨеіс 374—7 
"Боех0еюс, scansion of 212; synizesis of 411 
”ЕрєхӨйс 374—7 
"Еоєувіс 374-7 
бобах; 392 
*Eguxaets 298 
“Еокхеейс 306 
“Еоікеш 306 
"Ерихєєєйс 306 
"Есик 155 
"Еріх 143, 306, 409 
"Еоціїс 408 

“Бос 144 
“Еонайохос 289 
“Боноц%)хбс 289 
“ЕррамМохос 168, 289 
*Eouawxóv 289 
“Eguats 289 


"Еонаїс (man's name) 403 

"Eguatoxog 289 

“Бонафоо (8 он 51 

*Eou£ 161 

"Еорєї 169, 380 

“Ериёу 161 

“Борї(5) 380 

hegpé: w&yakpa 177 

"Еорію» 205 

"Еорўюу 204 

“Еошмбушюоо 539 

“ЕррбуоБ 226 

Һе[ојиф 48 

heguóv]exc 121 

"Egktyévng 552, 536 

”Еромйбцс 495 

hegorado 495 

“Болібіос 483 

"Еоліуімос 483 

éooaPdwptvouc 519 

ёротфброс 127-8 

Соотүфрооб 127-8, 536 

”Еромбойос 129 

Фоошүба, 339 

“Ероүдс 375, 536 

ёротфбоос 127-8, 536 

"Eoowévng 552, 536 

ЕР>О 536 

"Еообӧтс 337 

"Ерувос (= ЕбоюодӨес) 346, 570, 559 

Еочодбеітс 346 

"Еоуібіох 155 

”Бохкбс, written "Ogyiets 216 

"Еоухорвуюс 216 

"Eoooc 479 

"Ероту 402-4 

-EZ for -е0с 346 

-Єс, late examples of as nominative pl. of 
demotics in -єбс 189 

ёс 178, 191; late cases of 189—90 

ёс (= ёу) 634—5 

ёс̧ (= ЕЕ) 552 

ёс абоюу 189 

ёс Otov 552 

ёс Zápor, ёс Zápor 634 

ёс соуібі 634 

ёс Zeuayibóv 634 
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ёс Хүүоь 634 

ёс Хібфуь 634 

ёс oito 634 

ёс Ухарфоубфу 586 

ёс Хххо4бос 635 

ёс стру 355 

ёс atf. 634—5 

ёо 100:Мос 339 

ёҮх- from ёх ox- 586, 577 
éXxapfovibov 577, 586, 635 
£Zxia0ov 576 

ёУхбоо 586 

tos ТЕуебоу 528 

ТЕвадӨоц 530 
ёаохефёуосвау 528 
heoonaudg 527 
“Еоотиоиббеу 528 
*Eocuaíovu 528 
“Есоуаліоуос 530 
Éooyov 530 

Ест (elision) 425 
éotapévov 139 

Еотос (= ёотїас) 400 
gotéhen, ёотўћлт 634—5, 577-8 
éZréhev 577 

Ёотео” ёуүдс 418, 425 
васйоамті 586, 635 

есті (contra metrum) 426 
éott:’Agelo 426 
*Eo]uaci 281 

*Eo]uatcig 281 

‘Eowaevs 281—2 
“Еотішоа 281, 497 
“Еотииебс 281-2, 286 
“Еочиоббеу 281—2 
Eotiatogelov 201 

Естің лесі 630, 632 

Ёстіу (contra metrum) 643 
totw ’Agelo 426 
‘Eotuot™s 282 

ётарфӨүүу 570 

&v&yOnv 570 

ЕтеӨ- 458 

“ЕтебхХға 319 
ЕТЕОФИОІ (= "Ехбо?Хоо) 22 
“Ехєрєїос 296 

Етеооү xavóy 631 
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ЁтЕрор oqóvóvAov 636 

Етеоо 358 

Em 356 

Éu, elision of 425 

ЕТТУ (= єї uç) 139, 190 

т 366 

Jettattov 533 

ev~nv 384—5; ev, contraction of ео 414—5; 
єм for nv in augment, reduplication 384—5 

EY for є 348 

Етаүүдо 597 

Ебаїшу 347 

Ебамуємос 593, 598 

Етаойтт 161 

Ебфоцос 347 

Evpatwv 347 

Eófoo 325 

Едоєос 325 

Едфрою 325 

Едфокссос 325 

Ефроихбс 325 

ЕФбВоМдпс (after 350) 256 

Eùßóhov (after 350) 256 

Ефубуєа 321 

Ебүбёува. 321 

Evyévna 205, 321 

Ефуубишу 233 

Еббацшєа 320 

Еббі?ос 21 

Evddtevov 224 

Ейбдтеюу 224 

ЕфёАлцотос 483 

ЕбёулоХос 595 

ЕдеЕеіуоу 409-10 

Є|0|рүсо: (ас 83 

evegyetéw, perfect of 385 

evegyetnx- 385 

Ефеолиотос 483 

Eónuoov 399 

Ev@epévns 267 

Еобедиауос 389 

ЕфӨро[ (= Еофо-?) 471 

Ev@gov-, names іп 471 

Ev@govido (= Ейфо-?) 471 

Еоводтиос Ео0оббиоу 145 

ЕоӨооттос 520 

Ебобофошу 451 
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єбібодіс (with unusual diaeresis) 95 

EYIYXOPOIZIN (= eveu-) 484 

Eóxnooc 164 

ЕбхдАға 319; scansion of 211-2 

EtxAera 319; scansion of 211-2 

Ebxiéw 152 

ЕождӘеібас 136 

едхХеібоу 370 

Evmhévovs 157 

єЄбдєй” 370 

evxltioap лато(ба 630 

Ебдллаь (contra metrum) 425 

Едходлес, Evxeams 36 

Еюкхйионос 492 

Ефхтйноус 397 

єйдє. 384 

Eùpeveámg 311 

Evpévisoa 539 

Evpryver 163 

ЕброМлос 532 

evvoulyn 131 

Ev&evinov 515 

єбЕцоєү 384 

ебЕтүгал 384 

Ед50ео 397 

hevyovogat- 460, 455, 495, 572 

EYONYMI (= Evwvupets) 225, 345 

Ебоуушос 142 

єборхбт, 486 

ethogxd 499 

едбохофуть 461, 505 

єоломас 200—1, 333 

єрломс 300 

єблоца 209, 333 

єолоМос 96 

єйлбХєрор дун” 630 

Еблоулос 596 

Едловотуут 454, 478 

EvnovMdns 435 

Еблоос 397 

Ефлоосбут 454, 478 

єбо- 385 

Ебрілідо, scansion of 411 

eveloxw, ev for nv in augment, reduplication 
385 

Evevéyuia 339 
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єйошу (= єбороуу) 48 

-eúç for -іе0с in demotics 393; -е0с written 
-EX 346; -tóg written -ng 347; -єбс 
written -0с 345—6 

evoefevas 348 

едвефйһос 203—4 

едое ас 196 

evoeBin 206 

єбоєүє(ас 489 

Ебобфс 404 

єботєофрбуоцо, 347 

е0)охбцуос 21 

Ефтемоуібо 143 

Ефтелт 481 

Ейтболті (nominative sing.) 367 

Едтціідес 453 

Ети 262 

Ботофооу 451, 449 

Ббтох(с 262 

Ейтохо (dat. sing.) 231 

Evrvxotot (= Ейтууіс хопоті)?) 267 

Ейф-, pronunciation of 347 

Е0фоїос 482 

Ейфецо» 163 

єофўВок 347, 470 

Eóqnooc 37 

ЕУФІВО 347 

Evxaotónc 36 

Evxaotoov 569 

Evyaguootyeuov 529 

едхаоюотофуа 269 

evyelv, false reading 170 

Evyegs 191, 461 

Eixo 191 

Ебудот 326 

єбхорол 460 

tÜyonotov 230 

Ебхоос 191, 398 

Ебюуорс 199 

едоухцбусоу 385 

ёф ёу 498 

ер бобах; 392 

ép’ leoã 498 

ёф' 1ерёос 422 

ЕФ ігооіс 498 

éq' бу 498 

ёфаоЁ- 477 
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ёрєїсоӨоц, 201 Е 
уза p р 23-6 as alphabetic numeral 113 ff., 117 
éqepootvar 131 ы” 128 
ёфшюрхоброн 505 Ма 23 
”Ефитийдцс 139, 167 
"Eqwuábov 139 Бос 23, 192 
"Egobiovooz 531 HFLEIOYA 342 
"Ефоаїос 347, 470 
époaE- 477 7. 
"Ефооміс 347, 470 
ЕруХофісі 576 b 546-51; 6--5 549-50; © for о 547-9; 6 
ёх 0- 583 pronounced [zd] 546; 5 written E 550; 6 
Ех Өбттоу 583 written of 547, 549 

Z for Б 551 
ы. 2 воно, нан 546 

ахоореілу 
зог d таш 551 
&xx- 583 2ға 152 
ёхбоо ётароу 425 Zé 152 
Exe (= Byer) 184, 186, 301 7.Махас 311 
"Exe-, names іп 452 Zekevimg 311 
буёахо. 348 Zesimg 311 
”Ехєробто 616 Zéoms 551 
"Ехеуфодтоя 616 06 fort, 546-7 
ёубќма 163 брама 366 
éxeóato 348 ?йуозуос (corrected from З ўуоуос̧) 549 
"ExéquXoc 452 би for ор 547-8 
Exn 361 Zyágayboc 547-9 
Һехбоо 461 Тріховос 548 
Ех9о66 570 Туибуа 481 
Eyovra ёт 424 Zuúgva 547-9 
Éxovov 396 Zyuvgvaloc 548-9 
héx[t]og 461 ?овдос 200-1, 231, 412 
“Буфаутос 583 2одос 96, 200, 224—5, 229-31, 412 
ёх ёоо 570, 583 Zooiyn 233 
Ех%оодбу 583 Тоос 200-1 
ixqogn- 583 Zotiyn 548-9 
héyo 457—8 Томдос 209 
éweqropéva 45 ZoiXog 412 
ёртфісџќуос 462 Zoihos 96, 200 
hegoequauévoc 462 10.0), scansion of 412 
брпфіоова 530 2400арку 403 
-вш-, synizesis of 411 Тахбуту (nominative sing.) 367 
"Ewvupets 348 Zwopn 400, 394 


Ewos бу 533 Zwoteatov 548-9 
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H 


1]7- à in Attic 130ff.; in earliest period 130-1; 
in metrical texts 131; in dipinti 131-2; in 
ethnics 133—5; in personal names 136; in 
-Әтиос, -барос 136 

n~a 161, 164; n~e 159ff., in Roman times 
160, 163ff, in defixiones 161,8; ~ ғ. 
170ff.; n~m 353-8, 359-67; n~ı 165ff., 
in Roman times 166, 169ff.; тү for e/—V 
202—5; п for nı (fourth and third centuries 
B.C.) 354-6; т for Latin e 161, 167; n 
written HI 357, 365—7; written Y 267 

H for £&/ д, av, o, ov, о 146—7; H for [č] 45, 
cf. 39-40, 8; Н for |є) before 403 В.С. 
42-4, 41-2; H for [he] 45-7 

H = [h] 493-504, 24-5; after elision and in 
composition 497-9; avoided in certain lexi- 
cal items 499—501; before 403 B.C. 31ff.; 
misuse of in Attic script 494—5; omission of 
in texts in Attic script 493ff., 3, on vases 
494 

H(= el) 169 

1, crasis of 431 

fj еті 431 

h ётёра 431 

ў téga 426, 431 

«Та, names of festivals іп 169, 204, 206—7 

HAEA 321 

"Наоіут 147 

havrig 147 

fhavtot 147, 384, 393 

HBE 40 

"ipouAfenv 161. 

йү ү- 631 

fry x- 631 

Тубуєт elpegtot 505 

Тубуєтє Їшертої 505 

Жує-, absence of [h] in 499—500 

"Еубас 500 

“Нүшоу (= 'Hy(av) 201 

“БүӨюхос 499 

“Бүёрахос 500 

£yeuóv 499—500 

heyeuóv 499-500 

“Еүёототос 480, 499 

“Бүёотратос 499 


677 


*Hyfjoaboc 396, 478, 486 

"Еубсауброс 499 

heyéoavógoc 500 

"Eyeotac 499-500 

“Еүғс(Волос 500 

heyéournos 500 

“Нүпох\тс 397 

*Eytag 499 

*Hyvotoátn ‘Hyepayou 143 

"Hééa 321 

"Нбеїа 321 

"Ніла 204—5 

Һебос Боїмос 428 

һебрбу 568 

4066 568 

m~n 353-8, 359-67; тү, for є 356—7; үр, for 
€. V 203—4; тү for 357, 365—7 

ть monophthongization of 353—65; before 
400B.C. 353-4; 400—200B.C. 354-8; 
200 B.C.—end of the first century B.C. 
359-62; Roman Period 362-5 

nı written E (fourth and third centuries В.С.) 
354—6 

T written є 368-83; before 350 В.С. 369, 
31-2; in dative sing. 377-80, 369; іп sub- 
junctives 369, 380—1; іп augment, redupli- 
cation 381; in лбАту, móet 381—3; et for тү, 
in names of phylai 374-7; other lexical 
items with nt ~ є, 370-4 

ть written H (fourth and third centuries 
B.C.) 354-6 

% 380-1 

f 378-80; Ec written E 353; 361 

-NlLavos, names іп 368 

«Тіт, names in 373 

тівеомс 96, 365; scansion of 411 

фу 366 

-тіос, names in 367-8 

-fitoc, -Түос 208—9 

-піос 96; in metrical texts 412 

йіотибуоє 381 

-тис, -Тһбос 369, 374—7, 367 

НКАТЕ 46 

НКАНӨН 45,51 

fixo 232 

haxám 121 

“НХеш 401, 403 
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HAENH 46 

"Нійос 204 

WAG’ елі 425 
НЛӨОХТЕХ 163 
hala, no fh] іп 500 
héAtQiov 428 
HAIKON 39 
HAIKQN 45 

HAIZ (= “Hhtc) 404 
и л- 630 

1нолоФу 298 
фрќоа, по [h] in 500 
Һерќоа 500 
"Ниєдтос 169 

чий 431 

"шехтеіоу 314 
Чшехтеоу 314 
hejuéxteov 499 
Һешһехтеоу 499 
"шЕехтеоу 314 
Қшехтоу 314 
ficca. 314 

һшоею 314 
hugis (= Чэ) 163 
hejuxóv 452. 


Пшофемоу 216; abbreviated C 111 ff. 


ЧрмоеМор tóv 492, 638 
finvov ~ роо 262-3 

Ту (= Еу) 163 

fiveyx- 598—600 

fivevx- 598—9 

НХХ (= бхоюу) 132 
НХХАЛОАЕ for #аүоүў 45 
HO$ 46 

HIIAZAZ 25, 132 
"Нлеоблис 189 
”Нлуобулс 170 
“Нлцофтис 196 

HPA (= HEPA) 46, 48 
“Ноойс 'Avxvoavi 168 
“Нооис 289 

“Ноохдс 289 

“Heats 289 

“Ноахефттс 481 
heganwés 532 
"Ноахієа 319-20 
“Ноохд2дбес, 'HoaxAéóngc: 37, 300—1 


Indices 


“Нобхдем 309-10, 319-20 
“НобхАғюу 314 
*HooaxAévov 157 
“Ноождемімде 142, 309-10 
“НовхАғоу 230, 314 
“Ноахлебтцс 232 
“Нрохдебис 231 
hegaxà£ovc 240 
“Нооздёох, 235, add. 
“Ноохд. ефтцс 309-10 
“НоахХефтцс 168, 170 
“Нрохдебтс 309-10 
"Ноахлефиоса 309-10 
“Нободлү 147, 205 
“Ноохдёс 50 
HPAKAEZ 40, 46 
HEPAKLEX 46 
HPAKAHZ 45 
“Ноохда түс 146-7, 203, 310 
*Hooxànóug 147 
*HoaxàAnótoca 147 
"Ноахмамос 368 
*HoaxA(óov 197 
"Ноахллбутс 142, 310 
"Нобас 145 
*Hosotóng 171 
Тоєсифупс 171 
”Ноёообош:, 239 
"Henn, corrected 170 
“Holas 145 
"Ноіуп 171, 168 
“Нохдаудс 406 
“Нох 397 
"Нораїос 51 
HPMEZ 39, 46 
“Норзүу 161 
НРМНУ 40, 46 
“Нообиаубс 232 
“Ноббоу 232 
“НоофіХЕ 37 
Тохє 641 
*Heevóóng 495 
“Нодлбус 364 
“Нофбус 364 
hea 403 
-ns for -Ейс 347; -ng for -ıç in feminine ethnics 
165 
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таєхєбсоутє 169, 298 бахьовіос 460 
homañ. 538 |боуиа. 234 
"Eocowv 133, 496 Вау(тибес 481 
héoovor 133, 496 Өаубт 486 
“Нооос 524 вдамотої 486, 636, 642 
ђосоуа 538 варалєба 120 
та, corrected 170 @agelag 537 
téga 161, 431 Өсоо-, names in 537 
-fuos for -Түгиос 516 0apooAénc 537 
«епос written -їупос 516 Өаорое\ё\дєс 537 
*Eqatoouéc 528 ӨбрөтБ 537 
“Нфамотохобтойс 528 Өвөр бос 537 
“Нфоцотийбүс 167 Өсооийбтс 537 
"Egavouég 497 Өсооіпс 537 
heqauotiés 496 Өаооіллт 537 
Һефошотос 269, 497 Өдооос 534-5, 537 
ЕФАТЕТОХ 40 Өссофушу 537 
Һёфаотос 269 Gooor-, names in 537 
һефиоотос 409 Өаооќос 537 
"*Hquwtvsónc 167 Oagoíov 537 


то shortened to ev 384—5; qv written ev in 
augment, reduplication 384—5 

fjoAeev 385 

тубле, 384-5 

тубоєв- 385 

тубоптом 385 


e 


0—8 471—6; 0-т 452-5, 468-9; 0—9 
470—1; 0, spirantization of 469-70 

Ө (of various types) for ф 471 

8 дна 498 

Gaíg 292 

дахеїоу 235 

ӨӘхос 235 

Өадарёас 138 

Baoa 516 

06Xaocca 538, 541 

Өблотта 538, 541 

Өдлға 321 

Oasa, Өйдею 191, 321 

GaXenoc 44 

Cadrsipros 452, 460 

Gada, дама 191, 206 

00Хдос 397 

Baloon 399 


Өдосос 534—5, 537 
@agov-, names іп 537 
ӨсооФас 537 
Oagoítag 537 
Өдйооллос 537 
Өсообооес 530 
Өблеоа 430 

Oawtve 45 
ФВОМІХО 471 
Өғауүєлеїс 598 
ӨғауүеХіуос 598 
Өсауүбдоу 598 
Өєғауб, corrected 233 
ӨғӨқ (= Өгтіс) 461; (= тт|0іс) 460 
Өвфлос 171,4 

ӨӨ, scansion of 412 
6&(v)oiv 153 
Өшобоо{@ 153 
Өсібботос 153 
Өғоюборіёоо 153 
Өғибборос̧ 153 
Өғюїу 153 

Ө бхотос 153 
ӨеоХбүомс, scansion of 213 
Өнофбуцс 153 
Өншофдбутт 153 
Өсюфіл 153 
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Өшбфдос 153 
Өғӧфоаотос 153 
Өёхотғ, 428, 498 
Өғло-, names іп 426 
ӨкАох&отс 426 
ӨӨ 426-7 
Өсшобиос 464 
ӨєшоӨхлғ- 397 
Өєшобдохлс 463—4 
Өєшооуос 230 
ӨсрцшоодохХє- 530 
Өєщоото 464 
Өєшотос 464 
Өєшотохл ос 156 
Өєшотохлђс 463—4 
Өешотдс 506 
вешлос 506 
Өєџодохле- 397 
Өғо-, contraction of 414—5 
8єбботос 550 
Өкобтту 400, 640 
Өсббоюоос 414—5 
Өсобоо(а 226 
Өғобоиётс 550 
Өвдбботос 550 
OcoixeXov 95 
ӨсбхАға 319 
Өєбх\ға 319 
Geoxóónc 415 
Өкоуіюу 415 
Өєоухтіотоо 489 
Oco5ot(ónc 550 
Өсол(0о0 198 
Өсдлоулос 415 
Өєолӧулох 597 
ӨЕОХ (= Geoic) 324 
Өсофойошоу 568 
Өєбфраотос 415 
Феоалфос 203 
OEPEIM[ (= фєрекуү p-?) 471, 636 
0ёорастсс 483 
Өёораото 483 
BéEQuavotis 483 
Өсрөидїдоц 534—5 
Өсоодоуос 534 
Bégoos 534 
Өсбоооу 534 
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Өєсілохос 481 
Өсслиөй 135 
@ecoahds 538 
Өссслихї 530 

Өстес 461 
@ettahovixéws 540—1 
@Gettards 538, 540—1 
Өєо-, contracted from Өғо- 414-5 
Өедріос 415 
Өєхүє(тоу 415 
@evyétves 415 

Өсбба 415 

Өғода 415 

Өєобіюу 415 
Өєодосіа 415 
Өсубдоіос 415 
Өкдботос 415 
Өсдбооос 415 
Өєоуіоу 415 
Bevtipa 415 
Өғ?фоаотос 415 

Өеф (genitive sing.) 49 
Oey xat 630 
Өсобоа 399 
Өсшбаюоу 232 

Bec (dual) 366 

Өеду (synizesis) 411 
ӨтВаїос 171 

веде 460 

Өебіс (= түүбіс) 460; (= Béns) 461 
Odea 314 

Oca 314 
Onpaxeets 158 
Onpaxeretcs 158, 308 
Фтиахебс 158, 308 
Onyax"óc 345 
Өтңоашос 210 
Gnoaug 290 
ӨЕРҮТАІ (= Ongevtat) 346 
Өпохтас 346 

Gn0£a 315 

Gnotia 206, 315, 417 
@noetov 315 

Gn0&ov 315 

Өлсію 206, 417 
паю 204, 409, 417 
Өссбс, Gnovc 346 
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ӨНТІХ 39 

ФаосотфФу 225 
виасоуутбуу 489 
Фүдлто 262 

Фүте 353 

OILON (= @Qwv) 471 
Өнобфоа 143, 226 
ӨК = Өкоіс хатаубоуію 102 
Өуатфу 131 

Өуе(охо 372 

Өуіһохо 372 

Өурдохө 372 

Ovytotow (contra metrum) 642 
Өо- (= Өсь-) 414 
бобоє 225 

Bolpatio 432, 498 
Gogastc 280 
Ө]оо‹®тїс 280 
Өсөн 358 
Өотцібес 414 

@ov-, contracted from Өєо- 414—5 
Bovyeltwv 415 
Gov601oc 414 
Фочхубідтс 415 
Govoía 350 
Govguaxóc 350 
Өсөфсунс 415 
Өохфе0(ӧтс 260 
ӨбфеӨібес 471 
Өодхєс 361 

Өобаус Kogtuvio 437 
Өрбкта 516 

ӨодахЕ 555 

ӨодЕ 359, 361 
Өсооеиос 152 
Өодооу 42 

@gaov-, names іп 537 
@gacviaios 293 
@gaovdao 293 
O9oacvxAf 356 
Өфрасөрббон 161 
GO9óoo Ticavipov 637 
Өобтто 362 

ӨоєфӨє(с 458 

Cones 131 

Өобфос 460 

@YAINI, OYA[.]NI бог Өвсбүү 168 


Өгүйбто 464 
Өллухдос 452 
Ovnxóoc 452 

Ovid 340, 434 
Oviov 338 

Ovxátno 437 
Ovyauóáónc 296 
Өзшүтабтс 164, 296 
Өошатўроу 394, 397 
Өзурол4ӛтцс 296 
Өбоацс) таїс 640 
ӨхърожмухМс 479 
Өхоохлужісу 478 
ӨърохмухАс 479 
00000с 535 
Өхоойабєу 549 
Өйбссюс 524 
Өлхрє Өд дєс 260, 460, 471 
Gov 338 
Owxvildes 36, 49 
Өшоббеос 471 


І 


V 207 ff.; v— еи 199-202; .~n 165, іп Ro- 
man times 166, 169 ff.; ı ~v 261—6; v and v, 
metathesis of 266; |, development of spirant 
glide after (‘Iyégwv) 441; 1 for а 129; v for 
&/. V 205-7; 1, inital 392ff.; VC— 392 f£.; 
w/__V, development to a spirant when initial 
or post-consonantal 392íf.; /C. V, dele- 
tion of 393; t/V__V, see iota, intervocalic in 
index of subjects 

I for е 141—5; I for or 337-8; I for о 484—5 

эс, contraction of -іеі- 416-8 

-, in dative sing., elision avoided 424 

Y written EI 199—202; T~ є, 190—9 

i 95ff. 

ї for fj 166, 169 

(тіс бу 170 

I, abbreviation for опе obol 111 ff. 

ча, in names of festivals 169, 204, 206—7 

Ха, contracted from -ieta in names of festivals 
417-8 

ЛТайххоо 137 

Чахуауаудс 543 

“Тахдос 541, 543; scansion of 392 
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'IaAóovog 135 їербиос 155 

'lavágng 407, 447 legeudouva 154 

*lavaguog 447 legermotvn 154 

Тауаріох 407 tegetc, (еоофаутто, etc. 95 
Таубо 403, 407, 447 legedobar 154 

"IavBoc 595 legedouva 154 

Чауоубоюс 407 legewotvn 154 

'Iavovágis 403, 407, 447 légna 205—6 

'Jaoeóg 524 ієођоцс 203 

Јата! 134 tegt 198 

-ибттс 134 ош 205—6 

{атоо 359 ієрбу хоердлоу, ієрбуу хопиблим 630-1 
lavtot 393 ЧеобхАға 319 

Махос 543 Чеобдна 319 

"ауххаүвуүдс 543 Чєрохдлїас, scansion of 393, 413 
“Таххос 541, 543 "IepoxAévog 157 


iáxw, scansion of 392 

Чүёоюу 441 

lyxvevávvotau 143, 489, 580 

іүсашийтєоє 142 

"Iyoec 439, 557 

lia, corrected 359 

(Мод В- 632 

Wipes 265—6 

їбіос 501 

їбиос 501 

tlw 96 

Suams 501 

ӧбу, corrected 487 

iópvoÉuog 155 

борс 265—6 

авь contracted to -£t-, -t- 416—8 

ға, contracted to -(e)ia in festival names 
417-8; -(eva, festival names іп 207 

leg-, initial [h] in 504 

ЇЕОО, see Ел” ieg 

thega 504 

Чеоблллуа 561 

légea 315 

Һоға 315 

legéa 315 

hiegéa 315 

Іёрға 205—6, 315 

ћёрға 315 

legeta(s) xal 640 

Їереморбуос 154 

legévov 156 


'IepooxAévovg 149, 157 

HIEPOKAHE 25 

*Icooxoofjg 37 

hwoóv, alongside omission of Н = [h] 494; 
retention of H = [h] after 403 B.C. in 24-5 

ієролоца 333 

їєр©с, etc., scansion of 392 

Чеоофаутос 234 

“Еооу written Түёрюу 441 

Чєрөбёүоц 233 

léowoe (contra metrum) 425 

legwovv- 395 

ікофоууа 154 

legwotvyn 154 

legwotvny tod 638 

Ч...Јєсодє 530 

-єйс, written -єбс, іп demotics 393 

'Inkóovog 135 

Лёхоц 134 

-ms 134 

"ims 134 

Tendo 262 

"Ióuóvixoc 573 

{хадас 197 

ихадос (= ? єї хоАбс̧) 191 

IKAPIEIEX 158, 308 

'Ixagwvwbc 158 

"хориос 155 

IKEINOY (= éxetvov) 144 

їхоубиос 338 

Ixóvoc 197 


ingu- 495 

Һһхоютеоас 495 
Юаобс 138 

бохо» 138 

“Әкібуо 342-4 
hidet6ua 342—4, 463 
Ч1мӨио 342-4 

hudivog 503 

“Паабс 503, 523 
hóg 503, 495 
Һорс 502 

Оло 503 

"одеа 342—4 

ipao, 96 

ipétvov 194 

Треіроу 97 

їреотоб 96 

IMOY (= épob) 143 
чу, names іп 400—4 
tva, elision of 423 

iva 97 

дуо 191 

*Ivyevova 407 
"Ivyévovog 222, 407, 600 
їубадца 96 

іубабі 142 

huxoó 503, 495 

156с 495, 503 

-10-, synizesis of 413 
Чофахуос 95 
"lópaxxoc 543 
ЛоХирон 251, 253, 350 
Tovidav 230 

voc (= 0062) 261 
"обүхос 220, 600 
"Iovevravoo 394 
"lIovevuavóg 446, 444 
Лоохобубос 220 
'IovAdjtat 244, 251, 350 
*TovAwyms 134 
Чобмос 222 

Яобмос 95 

Чобухос 600 
'Iovovevuavóg 444, 446 
Лоботос 220 
IOYWANIAZ (= Обифаміас) 443 
hixagyos 513 
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ілес 515 

hurvóeoða 503 

huvoxipevoceara 191 

hinoxgates 513 

hunootéves 559 

Һлоотобто 513 

huvoxéAe(c) хомс 640 

Тлларҳӧт 399 

hinnagyos 513 

Һхлдоуос 400 

Һіллодеоібес 512 

ЧІіллобооутіс 226 

риллохойтес 513 

ҺМллохобтоус 240 

мллохоётос 49 

Чялоообеуібос 530 

huvx]oovva[i] 131 

Чллоторабе 355 

huvxotouáóng 25 

Чоуїмос 142 

leéa 393 

toetas 393 

{ойс 392-3 

іойас 393 

Тоноубоас 142 

ig 191—2, 196, 199 

I$(- ғіс) 191 

IZ (= Ех or elg?) 145 

(с (= els) 96 

-і, masculine names іп 400—4 

АС, -t6oc, feminine names and ethnics, -ng for 
-ıç in 165; ас, 4дос, names of phylai 
in 367 

^46, «ім, nouns in 400—4 

Һһоаууодос 408 

ісёлосЕє 198 

tonAvorov 96 

lontytiera 165, 168, 198 

ісӨр- 458 

"обшоуіхо 458 

hioðpóðogos 458 

Һодџої 458 

Tou-, names іп 198—9 

YotSweos 97 

lotv 196 

Ло(убиос 567 

Зо, EI іп names derived from 198 
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touev 567 

(ошоу 573 

ЧобХексос (= Ююдхдлүсос) 170 
ісолтуүіс 455 
ісолтухір 455 
юоррдлоо 520 

ісос 501 

(оос 501 

(соту 163 
iooxoócov 96, 97: 
“ТохаАа 222 
“Тооахос 476, 501 
Tootogia 528 
‘Totavets 143 

іотбову, see хатотасу 
”Тотасос 439, 524 
low- for £éov.- 143 
‘Totrala 143 
'Iouateóg 282, 286 
Чачиаібвеу 143, 282 
lotiag 143 
їотий(тор]ес 143 
"latinos 367, 407 
iovóp péyav 631 
Іючфосс 486 
"Ioxv)àa 460 
hioyviog 408, 460 
tows 97 

ЛТофФфмМос 233 

"Ixatov (with unusual diaeresis) 95 
ITAIPOI (= étatgou) 142 
"Іхеаїос 197 

їс, corrected 170 
IYON (= vióv?) 342 
Чфеоти4бс 167, 201 
Iqiowadys 167 
Һфоҳобтос̧ 461, 464 
IXEI (= Eye) 142 
«ца», synizesis of 412-3 


K 

х--ү 437-8; х--хх 517; x~?/—v 261, 
22-3; х--х 452-5; x for хх 514; x/ С, 
gemination of 531 


х"Ао- 431 


Indices 


K, abbreviation for Gaius, Гбиос 438; for хо! 
431; for Quintus, Кубутос 438 

^x 426, 431 

ха (= ха!) 637 

ха- 428, 430—1, 432—4 

хаүа0б 432 

хдуавос 431 

хаүд, хагүд) 428, 433 

xaóax8ovious 438 

хабебехеу 438 

хабедфес 432 

Kadpelav 568 

Кбброс 568 

Кабаубоєйс 548—9, 525 

хаб” Exactov 497 

хаб’ ёиёрау 500 

хаб’ iôlav 501 

хав'їєрбу 497 

хаб’ ó6óv 497 

хадалоЕ 505 

xaO0háxaE 505 

xa8óxso 497 

xa8háxeo 497 

хабоокоеото 559 

хабарісбеотох 549, 559 

хабаоиобеото 549, 559 

хабебоофоало 267 

хабецоебт) 381 

хаведтфот- 463, 469, 505—6 

xac) fao. 463 

хад хоөү 497 

хавета, 497 

хабёхе, 457, 497 

хавтютибуос 497 

хабўхо 497 

хадєрсо(сла. 500 

хадваме 410 

xadidpovoapévw 267 

хаӨ! ы} 497 

хавість 497 

хаӨбт 497 

ха, assimilation of final nasals before 629 ff.; 
crasis of 428, 430—1, 432-4; in contra 
metrum spellings involving crasis 434 

"хас 88 

xai аүаббс 431 

xai бу 431 


xai асет (contra metrum) 434 
xai ёла(уоу (contra metrum) 434 
xai ovyl (contra metrum) 434 
xalyó, corrected 299, 433 
Кокс 402 

naxdut 299, 454 
Kavoagets 309 

Каїшадішу 204 

хаха 431 

*dxeiOev 431 

хахеїуо, 434 

хахёуоь 432 

хахобацюу (= хахббацоу) 224 
Кало(боо 516 

KóXavoyoog 512—4 
Кодаубіюу 121 

Кодаубфу 121 

хомс for хадос 130 
хаћғдохес 300 

KoàAev(ixov 516 

КАІН 40 

КаМас 514—6 

Кодид (бус 514 

КоМкброх 48 

КаМуаємос 513 
КоМлбдруюс 410 

Камллос 514 

Каїмідбрє 21 

КаМоєуос 551 

Камавеутс, 514 
Kadtoreatys 515 

Камотф 514 

Кама 514 

хаХхцғоуібес 428 

хадхо0с 452-3,465 
Ko)Aatoxov 480 

KaXAXag, archon 377/6 146 
Код2Ёууос 138—9 
КадХетеіца 139, 197 
КоХЛАйӛес 513 

КаХМає іп codd. for Калас 146 
КалМасс 533 

Kadduneléng 481 
КаХмххоблоу 531 
KoXAtyotvog 513 
КаАМууокуос 555 
KAAAIOIIE 40, 46 
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Káros 515 
Kavo 551 
KaXAiotévnc 37 
КолМохеуос 20-1 
Коймоото@тт 528 
КолМаотобтоо 528 
Колот 528 

xaXov 355 
KAAAIZTIATH 484 
KadAtotopaxyn 454 
KaXuotoótn (nominative sing.) 366 
KoaA()toxevoc 21 
Kavos 399 

Kaixo 400 

Код оу(6єс 513 

хомс 533—4 

Kaouov 399 

халас 532 

КАЛО56 40 

xaloa (= хайс єї ?) 191 
Kadovelavos 197, 447, add. 
КоХлбоуюс 220 
Kadxovevio (dat. sing.) 231 
Кадлобрмос 220 
Kadviva 447 

Кодлйуос 447 
Кадуаббуюс 133 

х@ууз\ 465—6 
Кадутбома, -oç 133 
Kadynddviog 133, 459, 466 
xaXxtov 465 

Kadyloxa 136 

КАЛОХ 39,47 

Карғоёс 194—5 

Кашоёс 194—5 

хацої 431, 433 

хау 433-4 

Каубідос 439 

Каубитос 439 

xavéðexe 432 

хаус(аае (coronis) 98 
хауеллку 428 
хаудешоуос 432 
КауоХос 222, 367 
хаубс for xoavvóc 269 
xavóy xovoóv 631 
Kazevbeua 141 
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халтдеїоу 165, 170 
халт фа 165, 170 
xaxov 165, 170 
халтрДоу 165, 170 
Калитфлға 141 
Калітоу 141 
халобоо( 428 
халбғсє 433 

халоієсе 433 
Каллабос 552 

XdQ-, corrected 431 
харата (= хбота) 408 
КоофооуаубеОс 567 
Карбос 286 

xXáQw 455 
Kagozób5ogo2 tov 576 
Карлобууиос 481, 483 
Коолобороу 233 
Кбоос 535 
Kagotyaog 535 
Koovavóetc 567 
Kagvootia 528 
Каробовиос 527—9 
хбоуоутос 433 
Касдауа(а 285, 525 
Каошубс 526 

Каоюс 526, 539 
Касоауағїс 285, 525 
Каообубов 540 
Каооочбоедс 525, 540 
Кбооаудрос 525 
Каооос 526 

Kacopla 527, 530, 567 
Каоонос 527, 530, 567 
Каоотоо, Касотаю 529 
xacoóo 411 
Kaotavata 285, 525 
хат ёрёооху, хат huteav 500 
хат l&tav 501 

хата (= хаха та) 410 
хата, elision of 419-20 
хата боту 425 

xata hópxia. 425 

хата tà абта 430 
хата табе 410 

хата та?та 430 
хатаВаМүс 169, 298 


Indices 


хатаүгүуосхбутоу 562 
хатабе 410 
xataðéw 414 
xa1áónouog 161 
хахадію 161, 414 
Katédea 488, 540 
хатаёф 414 
захад Єусц 458 
xatattia 278 
*a1axexouívov 515 
natahehuvévov 491 
хахоЭлүифрӨбхцу 489 
Катаубоа 540 
хахаухлл (олс 598 
хатауихо? 477 
холаутоох0 477 
XATANÓÀTNG, хатололиха, хололадлафе- 
оа, хаталалтафёттс 121 
хаталаЁ 505 
хоталатталёо 348 
хатарахтдс 520 
хотароахтос 520 
захол(Өєрє 298 
ҡалғаубо 339 
халеоодтес 441 
xaterayótwv 152 
хатөМ Бос 503 
холбо, corrected 455 
xavecoxseücauev 348, 529 
xatéye (= xaxéye) 301 
xavüónonv 161 
xavotaow 495, 504 
холобф for хатаба 130 
КатбХау 223 
халолтооу 477 
xatovc уороос 410 
халооллоу 477 
халта. 410 
Каттбудоа 540 
холтос 410 
хёаттоос 411 
xavtóo 411 
Kótv)iov 222 
хаторота 411 
хато 366 
Kaqváev 339 
хачфадіс 403 
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КВорбліс 397 

xé 297-8 

хе аүахлеёс 425 

хе Еу 425 

KE NO ӨЕ = хе(фаХаш) vó(uov) Өє(00) 102 
Кере 165 

хёүхоос 478 
KEAALIO | КО? (order of lines) 60 
Keota 134 
Кедрібта 134 
KelBixa 446 
xelxoot@ 433 

xeipe 298 

ж уту 426 

Kewno(ag 197 
“хе(уоу 424, 426 
x£ita for хєїута 486 
xtíovtau 155 
Kexgonéots, scansion of 213 
Кехоолђӧос̧ 367 
Кёхоос 555 
xéxouvpat 596 
КеХудеошц, 567 
хедейт) 355 
Kedttgaote 478, 572 
хедлдЕ = xédev’ épé 346 
xepa (= хёңол) 301—2 
хёңо 37, 300 

мері 174, 176 

xévo 174, 176 

жеуду (= хоцубу) 298 
Кєут {ос 567 
Кеутаоооу 344 
Кероремос 372 
Kegapévwv 156 
x£paueoUg 318 
Керорлүас 134 
Кковибс ovéAe 513 
хєрєа (= legéa) 439 
Кереод- 141 
Keoxvaveóc 130 
Keoxvovets 130 
Кеохчуоа 217 
Кеохчовйос 217 
Kegxtwv 130 
хЕохуос 459, 478 
Кесбовос 298 
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Keotoglinsg 427 
хєотоофрбйас 552 
хёта 3, 38,50-1, 301 
Кетамоос 487 
хефаћой:оу 83 
Ке|роХеаиос 155 
Kepahévos 148 
КефаЛЕиос 155 
Кефаћёсс 42; scansion of 212; synizesis 411 
КефоЛефс 517 
Кефод 517 
КефоЛЯбеу 517 
Kegoanvia. 514, 517 
Кефаїду 517 
Kegadanvia 517 
Кефіс: 162 
Кефісієйс 161 
xeyigotovnpévor 197 
хеҳорџе[уо- 468 
*eyovouévoc 397 
Кеоу, Кера%У 101 
Kiya 205 

xndnotal 161 
Kydav 366 
хйувтоа 433 
Ктусооєїуос 488 
Кйутос 448 
хцоанобйтеу 161 
Кпоабфу 170 

хтоб 358 
Knowgeivos 197, 488 
Кифеююдфоом 197 
Кифі(акос), corrected 170 
Ктфивееиос 138, 155 
Knqvoeóg 394—5 
Кпроїс 394 
Knqiovwüg 523 
Knoors 155 
Kngtooyévne 523 
Ктуфобботос 51 
Ктфиоббооос 523 
КуфьоббороХУфү ос 578 
Kyguods 523 

Kiavóg 135 

Китс 134 

каві, хлӨюу- 452, 461, 467 
Кизаууе0с 262, 518 
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Kudagets 558 
KIAFKAZ 168 
Kudagets 558 

хіне 298 

задёуошц 198 

Кіубоє 265—6 
Кіубуєйс 567 

Kwéag 145 

Кіубіам 153 

Кіма 144-5 

xwxAic 479 

забуту writing 59 
Кісоу (= Хіршу) 453 
Kloog 540 

К(оюос 540 

Ktooo(c) 640 
миософорофут 538 
xioovpiov 472 
хссофюу 472 

Каодб, Kicow 540, 640 
xite 298 

Кіту 156 

Kí(tog 516 

залтфогіс 540 

хтФу 452—3, 467 
utwveta 453 

-xx- written -x- 514 
KAat&touévvog 546—7 
KXaAtoevoc 551 
Кдамбіа 236—7 
КХомбіамос 236-7 
KAaóbvoc 236-7 
KAabxov 437 
Клафубьос 567 

KA£-, names іп 192-3 
-х\ға, feminine names іп 319-20 
Kieaydga, scansion of 212 
KA£foXoc 193 
КХєубуєс 193 
КАёбєнос 193 

-XA£Ón, names in 300—1 
ЮМбихос 193 

-xAeva, feminine names іп 319-20 
зба, accusative sing. 152—3 
Юкмсүбоа 152 
KAevatvevog 152 
Kiétavigog 153 


Indices 


Kìsávwgo 152 

Кмаао(отт 152 

KAeifovAoc 415 

Кӛғібтиос 183 

-хАғі тс, names in, written -xÀéông 300-1 

жАгібіоу 370 

xAeiotyoc 370 

xAeievau 370 

xAeiggov 370 

КХєіцауос 174, 176, 193 

КХєміас 192-3 

Клео 37, 173-4 

KAewvinxov 533 

КХелбфодХос 151, 153, 212; scansion of 212 

KAevoxoátea 320 

KAevoxoóteva. 153 

KAevopgfigótvov 153 

xAevóuevoc 370 

-XA£vovg for -xA£ouc 156—7 

КМалх(єс 36, 45, 192, 369 

xAtig 369—70, 412 

KAevo8évnc 42, 174—5, 193 

xAtvoiov 370 

КАғісофос 175, 182, 192-3 

KAe(vov 193 

Юхкирбу 101 

Kieu 149, 154 

welwvrat 370 

КХєцауо» 193 

Клғуіос 192-3 

КХєміо 176 

Ю.БКүобос 193 

KAeófovXoc, scansion of 212; written KAet- 
Воудос 415 

КХєохойта 320 

КХєохролїүас 204 

КХєдуоотос 616 

-хХ<ос, genitive sing. іп 247, 248 ff., 257, 259 

-XAéovg written -xAéws 235 

К\ғоффу 37 

х\ёс 353, 370, 412 

КМоофос 192-3 

Kieotevog 193, 559 

КХєтаубоа 193 

КХєтіас 192—3 

Клето- 193 

Ко 172, 193 


Kieto 193 

К\тоу 193 
Kìetwvópo 193 
KkevBobhou 415 
КАғфа(с 292 

Krew 154 

-хХЕю for -xAéouc 235 
xhnóobUyoc 370 
хӘліСетоһ 96, 371 
хло 370-1 
КМиллїбус 36, 45, 192, 369 
wing 370, 412 
KAnveoéw 120 
-XAijoc, gen. sing. іп 259 
-xAíjovug 147 

KM- for ЮМ- 192-3 
ТуХцаудс 368 
КмВохлос 192-3 
хМӛбобуос 370 
КМмос 17, 192-3 
Кммо 173—4 
Клллібес 36, 192, 369 
КХоофос 192-3, 463 
KAitayéea 192-3 
КМтарҳос 192—3 
Kiutiag 192-3 
KAóótog 231 

міому 469 
КАутацайотоо. 569 
KAoó(a 237 

Ю.Фбюс 236-7 
xv-—Yyv 560-1 
xvagets 560 

xvijxoc 560 

хуцотоіу 403 

Куілоу 454, 561 
Ку(фюу 560—1 
Kvugwvidns 560—1 
КУйр 561 

Kvóoog 226 

Куфоюс 524 
Куфоос, Куоюос 524 
хо- for Latin qu 447-8 
Кодаліс 349 
Кобобтос 447 

xoi (from хай ol), corrected 428 
Кое 353 
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Коһюутиаудс 448 
Коіутос 448 
Кохитіос 367 
xXokevov 315 
Кодеуіб, 298 
ходебу 315 

КӨМЕ 218 
KodAvteets 159 
KodAvtetés 158—9, 189, 308 
KoAXvteweóc 308 
KoAXAvteóg 517 
Код (дєс 512 
KodAvtis 199 
КоХалос 517 

хоАдс for холос 130 
KoAxíc 467 

KóAxoc 467 
KoAÀowijüev 366 
Kopéviog 140 
Кошуи 140 
Конфдиа 233 
-хоут' Ереобу 500 
-коута, elision of 423 
-хоутеоос 216 
-хоутоо‹оу 216 
-хоутооос 216 
Көловос 315 
Кохоєос 315 
Колођох 204 

хбоа 131 

Kópa?oc 22 
xóotiov 315 

xóptov 315 

Koon 218 

xóon 361-2 
Коойоюс 524 
Коріувіа (nominative sing.) 366 
Kógxvoa 217, 390 
Корхораїос 217 
Коруирбаос 407 
Коротобфо (archaism) 257, 259 
Коротоофос 253, 255 
Коробтос 136 
Кдотос 220 
Кботуиу 437 
Коротбу‹ос 437 
хоортүсєс 348 
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Кооааїо, 525 

xov- for Latin qu 447—8 
Кочабойтос 447 

Кошу (= Quini(u)s?) 448, 404 
Кохоотобфос 219, 253, 255 
Kovettar 220; -а in nominative sing. 366 
Коориос 220 

Коёотс 220, 404 

xovyl 433 

КФоеХуюс 22-3, 477 

хо--үо 556; хо for хто 573 
хо, abbreviation for ходліотос 102 
хоабеотїүс 438 

Кобссос 539 

- «Q6 xta, feminine names іп 320 
-Xoáteua, feminine names in 320 
хоатеотїс 438 

Koaxíov 240 

Коатод\{\}ос 533,518 
КоатоАос 533, 518 

]хо&тос 260 

xotiooov 540 

хоєіттоуа 540-1 

хоёосоуа 540 

]хоёта 556 

xońvny холуйу 630 

Kofjoxevu 488 

Kofjoxns 488 

Kofjooa 539 

Коттаеоу 285 

Коцтокеос 285 

хоцсдра. 131 

ходо 459 

xolvave’ тофу 505 

Кошюе(с 261 

Кокс 261, 453 

Ком 453 

хол бухбова 431 
холеухоосо 431 

xeittvxtooa 431 

Копола 321 

Кооёоос 323 

Коолово: 479 

КочобӨешс 451-2 

-хо-, -XE- for E 555 

KZ for XX 20-1 

Koevoxiég 20 


Indices 


Кокс 481 

Kmoxiñs 14, 397 

хтохоу 400 

-XtQ- written -хо- 573 

°эхтоВо\бу 396 

xv- for Latin qu 447-8; for Latin qui in 
Aquila derivatives 447-8 

Кибабеуокеос 162 

Кчибабеуе0с 161 

Кубабтууаедс 280, 282 

Kvda@nvarets 280, 282 

Kvdadnvaie’s 190 

Кубавтуєєйс 297 

Коба! 286 

KYAONIETAz 134 

Kvóoo0éveuc 161 

Kvéotoo 297, 448 

Кубикуб ootatéges 528 

Kv@ega 523 

Kv6no for КтӨто 267 

Kv@nela 523 

Кивійдюс (ethnic and demotic) 523 

Кобпоос 523 

КобӨдооюс 523 

Кобу 467 

Kúðgovs 467, 469 

Kvwuavóg 448 

Kvtvtog 448 

K(vivtoc) 438 

Куїутос 94, 96 

Kvhévior 514, 518, 566 

Kv)Aavóa 566 

КуХЛаубшюь 566 

КуМдунон 518, 566 

KóXov 22 

KYMOAQKE (= Коробохл) 40 

Куубіє 265—6 

Kvvóveoc 567 

Kvvuavóg 447—8 

хора 399 

Курбіоєс 515, 525 

Kvofiwotóc 525 

Корвідобс 525 

Коойуюс 448 

Кообуюс 448 

Корт 403 

хх 541-3 
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Коба 237 Aapnets 572 
ходба 339 Лацлойа, 572 
KQINOI 44, 336 Ааџлоє0с 572 
Кблос 208 Аорлобас 573 
nodrayeétys 556 Аарлотеос 478 
холохоеттс 556 Лаџрлтоє[-- 594 
хоХдеь (subjunctive) 369 ДАаџлтоёєс 158, 308 
xoposia 336 Жоаултоееуос 409 
хороо: 336 Аарлтоёёох, 409 
Корф 51 Ааџлтоёиос 148, 155 
Коууотаутіуос 574 Ларлтоес, -илто- simplified іп 572; see also 
Кбос 208 ААЛППТРҮҮ,  Aayuxeóc, 0 Ларлоєбс, 
Колфуос 236 Ларлотебс, Ланлтодс, Лархоєйс, Лаул- 
хорау 454 teevc, Аарлтрекбс, Лалтобауу 


Коотаутќоо 574 


A 


Х--6 484; А-АА 517-8; ^о 483; À and о, 
assimilation of 478—9; à and о, dissimila- 
tion of 479-80; A for AA 514; А, metathesis 
of 476-8; X, omission of 480—3; A, syllabic 
396 

A (Ionic lambda) for à before 403 B.C. 31 ff. 

АҺ 25-6 

Аафёрс, 403 

Aáßns 26 

АҺафетос 26 

Ahafóv 26 

Хаухамо 599 

Aadépeva 416 

Aabayfjac 205, 416 

Aabtxets 416 

Авбиос 416 

Aaiavóc 96 

Aavxáóev 550 

Аашилооб(ас 408 

Aavonovilas 408 

Aatthou (= Aévtiou) 299, 406—7, 486, 558 

Aaxadng 517 

Аахи8с 356-7 

AAKIZTENOY 559 

Aaxxáðns 517 

Aaxegateldng 416 

Aaxeatidses 44 

AAAIIIITPYZ 345 

^арВауёто 366 


Аанлтодс 345 
Лаџлфуға 308 
Aaproverevs 308 
Ларлоує0с 308 
Марлоєбс 572 
Aogqoaxevot 595 
Хамрауоутас 595 
Хаулаба 596 
Маултоєйс 596 
Лёулоуос 595 
Хаухауш 599-600 
Aaveoaxevol 595 
Aaobópeua. 415—6 
Aaobix- 415 
Лаобихейс 309 
Ааобїиоа, 515 
Лообіхсса 539 
Adxov 488 
Аалтоёюу 486, 572 
Харихугисас 201, 233 
Aagiavixóc 201 
Aaguoaion 524 
Aaguoatos 133 
"hatvov 426, 431 
Aaviixets 415 
Лаюбїзаү, (nominative sing.) 366 
Ла?оєюу 315—6 
Aatgeov 315—6 
Aavelov 196 
Aagoaxevol 486 
Aawédtxevs 233 
-Ma, feminine names in 321 
Аёахоос 556 
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Афебеа 204 
Аффобїа 204, 362 
heyedv 141 

heyuov 141 
LEAOS (= Aéayooc) 482 
Mywy xal 632 
Asia 445 
A£&fvavóg 445 

Ха юу 209, 371 
Хеїос 371 

Хест 371 
Хеломоү- 371 
Ағоүбро 154 
Лешоутібос 154 
AEKIOY (= Ағохіоо?) 346 
Лехоуцеус 346 
Aevalov 163 
Хеутибоос 141 
Хеутабос 403 
Aévtkoc 406—7 
Авохбтес 481 
Ағоубс 229 
Asoviónc 231 
Aeovitoc 407 
Atovtic 224-5, 228, 230-1 
А-оовоӨеуес 530 
Asópos 225 
Ағлёба 141 
Аёлебос 141 
Аёллбос 141 
Мехлімтс 570 
Аёсођоу 530 
Лето%с 240 
Aettlvys 570 
Ледхос 222 
ЛОхкоАМос 222 
Леохолофідо 48 
Жеохоуде 330 
Agvxovoets 330—1 
Лєуноудієйс 330-1 
Аєохбуоюу 330 
Аєохоуос 224, 225 
Хе0ошоу 515 

Ahéov 26 
Ағоу(ёео, scansion of 412 
Afüfmtec 163 

Айиос 209 


Indices 


Мүоу 371 
Әлүоточоү- 479 
Міст 371 
Мүломоү- 371 
ЭлүххӨс 161 
Хпифеійюора 489 
Жіифоуто 489 
Ачуочс 290 
Ajvais 290, 403 
Міоу 209, 356, 371 
Алошюфос 133 
Agguoaios 524 
АтоВіос 162 
Атүгоббом, scansion of 412 
Aetoi, һеоро0 240 
AETQ 39-40, 46 
Anwyuavósóg 567 
Aippovtar 489 
МВауотіс̧ 483 
Aia 445 

А оу 445 
Афуох, 232 
Му 361 
МӨохфлоу 232 
Мвохоуйовамті, 533 
Auxtviog 526 
Акхіууіос 526 
Мубіос 567 
Avoviav 445 
Atototeatos 262 
Млорубс 259 
Awovoy- 371 

-№- written -А- 514 
Ххлаоби. 534 
Adyyos 600 
Aóyxac 597 
ХМоглбү хобуоу 632 
Хойлдр pé 630 
Аоуүо[ 600 
Аб?оо 22 
Aovx(üuoc 222 
Aotxiog 222 
Aovxeitis 220, 403 
Аофлос 526 
Лодллос 526 
Aovtatavóc 222 
Лоахіас 478, 572 
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-Әл- written -vt- 558 
Ховоос (= Atfivoc?) 218 
Хуууобоюу 560 
Амүойу 131 
JAvOviat 338 
Аухабуюоо, 515 
Avxijou 205 
Муктим 205 

Аок он 222 

Ауж 222, 403 
Аххоріётс, corrected 170 
Avxópyoc 256 
Алхобүос 481—2 
Алухобүоос 478 
Avxómni 22 
AYIIHIA (= Avznoó) 485 
А%%ос 21 
АлоидЕшуу 155 
Афсабоос 487 
Avoagioorn 528 
Àvo& 301 

Avoetov 198 
Аюоидлоос 147 
Абошоу 516 
Ахјоілло 49 
Avavogat 571 
Avowoéto 572 
Мито йс 262 
Avtatia 222 
Avtatiog 222 
huyvetov 316 
Ходуёоу 316 

Avyov 488 

AWov 208, 359 


M 


но В 492-3; p~v 491-2; u for щі 515; w 
internal, omission of 485—8 

ph 25-6 

M, abbreviation for руй 111 ff.; for medimnus 
112, 114 

р dvéOnxev 418 

и" ÉOvyec 353 

p ёх 431 

и" éxolnoev 418 

Маоохос 136—7 
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Маүуес 163 
Мошехтпо:@уос 233 
Mawveves 348 
pauvtelav 268 
Мако 229-31 
Маїоо 96 
Маю 230 
MAKE.. (= иёхера) 299 
Maxeta 135, 526 
Maxétas 135 
МахофФу ооа 539 
pahaxds 558 
Модедбттс 311 
Мадвахт 558 
Mo28áàxnt (nominative sing.) 357 
МоЛбахос 558 
һ@&моота 528 
Мауасаудбоау 408 
pavtedv 151, 156; scansion of 212; synizesis 
of 411 
раутўђау 204 
Маутуєйс 309 
(Муамтіо, scansion of 413 
Мо шос 407 
Мавшамос 398, 407 
МоЕрос 407 
Мадравомос 230, 232-3 
Моообоуіоу 225 
Maga0otvía 367 
Мооаболуіюу 366 
Maga8oví(oo 95, 97 
Марадоуқ 402 
Маохос 137 
uagváguevou 492 
Маообас 535 
Маофуға 316 
Марфуға 316 
Magwvetevs 308 
Magwveús 308 
Масоамфт 515, 525 
Maoawooas 129 
Maocavvaoàg 129 
Масаууасоб 129 
uao0óv 469, 559 
Маоциос, corrected 552 
Мавоодлфтис 525, 539 
Mao(o)ávvog 133 
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Мах с 200 

pate 131 
MATIOSENIZ (= МатооБеуіс) 485 
Мачо» 487 
-uBootoc 616 

pé (= ph) 162 

péy x- 630 
MheyaxA£c 25-6 
Meyagts 345 
Меүбоо 6a(Eac 637 
uhéyag 25-6 
Meyicom 528 
Мебаїо 486 

MEAY (= Мєбу)2боо?) 301 
pe’ ёууёа 506 
Меваміхі, 234 
Медбуюа 515, 539 
Мебауиоо 234, 539 
нєӨЄЕєтє (= рєбёЕєтол) 297 
Мебоуусйос 234 
МеӨфут 234 
perxgds 510 
Медғайа 163 
Mewrnoevos 201 
Menoa 196-7 
Metos 169 
pevstevs 302 
Мех 194 
Мейлуос 194 
Mel(yvov 302 
Mexaxà£vog 157, 437 
МехоэӚ4с 437 
Mexagrxh 437 
МеєХахбиа 487 
МеєХардӨ(о 492 
редеймос 323 
pehétvog 139, 323 
Mehto (corrected) 138 
MjeAeoio 49 
Медхетвомі л- 631 
Медетеақ 138 
MEAHXZA 139 
Медіюаудбоос 166 
MeAnolw 36 
MedAntetc 170 
MEAHTOZ 39 
MEAIEYZ 39 


Indices 


pedlivog 139, 323 
МеМоєс 513 

Melita 516 
Мелтағок 285 
Мемака 292 
Мемлаюмос 285 
Медетсіс 292 
МЕЛІТЕ 40 

Mjetet (= МеллеЦюс)?) 149, 156 
МеєМхеш 292 
МеХиёюос 149, 155 
Метт 516 

Méhitta 516 

Медіа», 194, 215 

uèu p- 630 

pip n- 630 

рең povxás 630, 632 
Mepaxmorðva 297 
Méppvov 144, 532 
Маёрроу 532, 569 
МЕММОМО 532 
Méyvov 532, 568 
Mépov 532, 569 

МЕУ, assimilation of final nasal of 630 ff. 
МЕуабоос 488 
Mévavigus 233 
Меубаїос 567 
Mevexdédec 300 
Мєүехд (до) 49 
Меуєхойлеа 320 
Меуехоблею 320 
Mevexgatma 205, 320 
Mevéhac 38 
Мғуёсотоатос 528 
Мғуёотатос 480 
Меуехбота 204 

pévev 198 

Mevixov 516 
Меуходлоу 397 
Mevoyévns 163 

неубс 162 

Меуоу 42 

Меушуо(с) 'Axao: 640 
Мєоёбуос 513, 525, 538 
иЕселЕОо 198 
Местифошуєбс 435 
Местувошувбс 435, 596 


Méopwv 568 
нєсбүно‹ 316 
месбүсоь 316 
pecdpvn 568 

uhéoog 25 
Месоймої 525 
Megonva 394 
Мғооўут 525 
Meooé[ve 133 
Меєоотуос 133, 525, 539 
рет гіхабас 420 

нег ЕхЕуалу 50 

peta, elision of 420 
Metayertvudv 408-9 
Метаүктоуфу 408—9 
Metayitvubv 408—9 
Метаү‹оуиру 408—9 
метохеіуірдекс 166, 169 
petaxevoin 138 
нетохутүоецс (subjunctive) 381 
petayov 51 

petéga 161 
pétecotiv 528 
рлётоюс 26 
Мєтрофбуус 163 
méy. 482 

péxe’ ауефошдтетос 420 
u£xot, elision of 420 
Mewtxñs 298 

uh, crasis 428, 431 

рё EXattov 431 

рӯ х 426, 431 

"ій 426, 431 
шраттоу 431 

ped’ hevi 499 

ped Һс 499 

pnd’ oq Єудс 422 
un, elision of 422 
штбі elc 422 

Mfjóea 321 

Мйдею 321 

рлбе(с 473—4 

рпӧёу абихе(у 419 
Mnófjv 205 
Mfjoa 515 
Mfjvoca 539 
Мтӧбхтс 439 
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Мібохос 439 

утвацої 472, 476 

unOsic 472—6 

pnv 472—6 

Мтвики (= Mit?) 467 
ийх 431 

шүхеть, elision of 425 
Mnxófeova 471 
MnxvPegvator 435 
Мүүхолеруоло: 435 
МНЛАМОПОХ 39, 45-6 
Mnfovos 168 

Мпрбердос 492 
МНМАОХ (= Мтуібос) 400 
Mnvóbogoc 231 
Міуобірм 267 

ite, elision of 422 

uméoa (contra metrum) 425 
Миттоббаюс 481 

илтобиоу 208 

илтофио 361 
Mytwddwoos 482 

шар pév 630 

Мібоу 38 

М.00-, names іп 129, 453—4 
Мівоа. 129, 453—4 
Midgadatys 129 

Мівра 136 

Мідравідтіс 129 

Мівот 136 

М:600:66тпс 129 
М.Өооёбттс 129 

poca. 569 

ший, (fem. nominative sing.) 508 
Міха (nominative sing.) 509 
МихоМоу 509 

шхаовб (= шхой) 407 
Mixas (genitive sing.) 508, 509 
Міхіас 509 

Міміомос 224, 225 

Міхішу 38, 507, 509 
Міхішуа 42 

Михх-, names in 509-10 
Mixxéag 510 

Міиххіуас 509 

Міххоу 510 

Міххос 510 


[Mvaoud]you 241 
вуціохеобал 412 
нутпиєїоу, scansion of 212 
иутшғо 391 


ут рбог 404 
Mvnoaoxtóu 168 


696 Indices 
Muxxav 510 Мупо:Өе(ӧс 397 
шхбс 483, 508 MvnotGévov. 156 
Міхос 507, 509 MvnoíxAca 319 
Міхойюу 510 МупоістратоХтрато-- 577 
шходс 507-10 нуйохеобал, 412 
MíxvOog 509 Mwviowpóv 168, 225 
Міхоу 507, 509 pvwpévors 412 
Моос 163 uot, elisión of 424—5 
MIAHIOY 397 ро: алёбохау, scansion of 424 
Munoa for Mianola 393—4 uot бать 425 
Милос 402 poige 298 
Мимтиабо 408, 476 мюісес 298 
МӘЧос 194 доро 131 
МОудос 194 Moigoyévec 162 
Михфоюс 559 MotgoxAévovuc 156 
MiAxweos 559 Модосіс 516 
MuxuáóBs 356-7 Modooods 539 
Мідлийбо 49 Модотос 516 
Mu uáxo 438 Модоттбс 539 
Атос 559 uoÀvpó- 492 
Muxópvoc 559 poAvB8oxofjoa, 334 
Міриуоу 144, 532 pohuBdoxouet 334 
purvyfoxeto 412 Movıyı- 254 
piv 97 Moviylas 264 
Mıvtiáðo 558 Movuíao (after 350) 256 
ploy 55 Movuyos 264 
шоодос 530 Моутаубс 220 
М.лиабо 481, 558 МОРА (= роїра) 324 
Ми-, names іп 129, 453—4 иообф 358 
Мітооёбттс 129, 453 Мбочхос 455 
Мидоватт 129, 453-4 Móovxoc 37 
јитоофооф 129 роофӣс 131 
Mutvanvatos 266 Моодоу 294 
ММллббо 476 Mooxívnt (nominative sing.) 366 
М/либдо 396, 478 Movvátoc 222 
«щі» for -uv- 569; -up- written -ц- 515; -ци- | Моуубамос 220 

written -ур- 596—7, 593; 602 Мооубімос 220 
иреүвоо 26, 534 Мобубос 220 
MMEMEMNON 532 Movvix- ~ Movvvx- 264-5 
-ру- written -(ц)- 569 Мом 253-5 
Mvaocfjov 147 Мооудо 265 


Movvuía, -xXtaow v) 265 
Movviyióvoc 226 
Movvtxvbv 265 
Movvuywva б йрҳоу 94, 97 
Mo$ovuoc 264—5 
Movvtavóc 220 
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Movvvxwóv 264—5 
Motvuyos 265 
Моос 361 
Movotov 207 
Movowviog 222 
Movoóovig 403 
-ux- for -илто- 572; ux, pronunciation of 
434—5 
-pneg 623—4 
Іһлео 624 
-рло- for -рлто- 572 
-uxto-, simplifications of 572 
ptepa 486 
-pto for -ңлто- 572 
Мобоуес 409, 549-50 
Мойсою 525, 539 
МоХоцеїс 282 
МооХоцейс 282 
MvAaotüc 524 
Mvanoia 262 
MvAtxiw. 262 
Меоубіос 567 
Моушцос 265, 518 
Мууу-, names іп 518 
Муууахт 518 
Мууу(ут 518 
Мууміоу 518 
Mvvvtoxog 518 
Моууцос 265, 518 
Mvvviov 518 
Mvvvó 518 
Miotva 522 
Mveuwatos 522 
Моогуобута, 521 
Mvotve 513, 522 
Muoivn 513, 522 
Моюогуобоос 521 
Mvowoŭtta 521 
Mvgtovióng 409 
Моборе?ос 21 
Моритс 552 
Мооогт 51 
Mvooívn, uvooívn 521-2 
Mvootvovtó8ev 490 
Mugotvdovos (after 350) 259 
Мооогуобута, 490-1 
Mvogwoüvu 490 
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Mvoorvoüg 490 
Mvootvotovog 490, 521 
Моориуобтта 490-1, 521 
Мороу 522 

Muewvidns 409, 522 
Мао, i.e. Мобсо 260 
росдотоїс 262 

Мообос 533 

púoteu pé 630 
Муудлуусїос 266 
Mutvanvatos 261, 266 
MQZAIOZ 39, 49 


N 


v~p 491—2; v — vv 518-9; v, internal, omis- 
sion of 485—8; v, syllabic 396 
v éprAxvotuxóv, see movable ny in subject 
index 
Na- for Nav- 345 
Naetg 200-1 
NatBiov 446 
vaxi 453 
Мойос 565 
Моболлос 446 
М№аіф 362 
Махомтол 134 
Махотоц 134 
”ув хобтоос 426 
Туаос 277 
NAIIAKIIA 345 
Nazaxtia 345 
Nameyds 345 
Маохҗооос 539 
Naotyévoc 345 
Naowvixy 345 
Nav- written Na- 345 
vat схе] 636 
Мадхтоос 481 
vavxhaeos 479 
Navxiévoo 257 
vabAXov 518 
vabÀoc 518 
varvaz[eyóc 23 
Моамдісоолос 572 
Navoiotatos 480 
vautidinv 414 
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махі 260, 269 
-мфоотос 616 

-vy- for Latin -ng- 600 
v6, ут 566—7 

-убо- written -уо-, -бо- 487-8, 573 
уға 372 

Мёобоос 486 
Nedvigea 309 
Neavigeva 309 
Neavigevets 309 
vela 372 

Neixavoga 197 
Nevxéa (= Мона) 297 
N(e)ixets 279, 286 
Меміас 197 
NetxoxóAeocg 233 
Ме(моуос 198 
Менбс 233 

vew (= valew) 299 
Nelvov 196 

уєїос 316 

vévog 152 

veu, 155 
уєиохоріох 154 
МСКАРЕТНУ 139 
МЕхолдос 138 
МехблоЛ 138 
NeddvOtos 491 
Népea (festival), Neu£a (toponym) 316 
Neysác 316 

Мешіті 316 

Мене (festival) 316 
Nepevac 152, 316 
Мєрёргос 223 
Менетдюос 223 
Neyufjvvocg 223 
М№утос 43 

Меонбомс 481 
МеохдЕох 49, 240 
уеохфюос 225 
МеоХХаоіоу (synizesis) 411 
МеоллтоХорос 532 
уЕос 316 

М№еботоатос 226 
Мова 446 
МеооэдЕоус 240 
Négova 446 


Indices 


Месос 540 

Мёасвос 144, 540 
Месотоо 529 

*veouv 426 
Мёоторос 230 
Метос 24, 540 
Меттос 144 
veugogágos 520 
-veúç for -уіе0с 394—5 
уедилерос 366 
vewxdguov 225 
уеохбоос 225 
Newoteaty 224, 226 
Neworeatov 226 
уефтеоос, compendia for 109 
МЕТос 24, 540 
Neots 346 

vijoowv 233 

-vievs written -уейс 394-5 
Nux-~Neix- 199 
Михабас 136 
Nixaets 279, 286 
Nuxarets 279, 286 
Міхаубом 480 
М№Мхаоіт 142 
Монос 286 
Nuxngeos 400 
Михирбоос 169-70 
Михбфоде, scansion of 386 
Nixoyéunv 492 
Михобеуес 570 
МіихоххдЕс 531 
Миходёа, 321 
Махонахт 455 
Міхорєбєйс 162 
Nuxopndets 309 
Nwxoyufjbvooa 539 
Міхоліде 453 
NixooBéves 22 
Модоролос 571-2 
Nixoooteam 528 
Nuxdcoteatog 528-9 
М№Мхотобте 570, 572 
Nixvdog 80, 512 
NIKQZ 47 

Молл 435 
Ntfoo8éves 22 
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Моос 144 
Nıxáoxov 460 

-ух- for Latin -nc- 600 
ухироу 561 
|уХофдутес 594 
-vp- for -ші- 593, 596—7; 602 
Nófioc 445 
Мбшлос 516 
Мболос 445 

vow (асс. sing.) 637 
Novia 445 

Nóvvtog 444—5 
Мооиётос 222 
Novpevio 241 
Novpíjvvoc 223 
Мочийуос 394 
Мочифокос 164, 223 
Novpiviar 165, 167 
-уо- for -убо- 573 
vt, v6 566-7; -ут- for -At- 558 
vip меу 630 
výparov 594 
vuvpaxóv 596 
уууфаїо 595 
vóvpaug 595—6 
Мууфас 597 

убуфт 593, 595—7 
уйуфео, 593 
уууфука 596 
Nvvqóbotoc 597 
Моогус(а 492 
Мортоу 492 

Noa. 260, 491 
Nugayétiov 486 
vóqn 486-8 

МОЇ (= уефу 397 


E 551-5; E for С 550; E written 6 551; E 
written о 551—3; E written xo, xE, EE 554; E 
written XZ 20-1 

= misread as sigma by early copyists 552-3, 
13; Є used instead of XZ before 403 В.С. 
31Н. 

Zav0- 457 

Ейубес 45 
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Еаубіас 45 
Хобувілос 513 
БауӨіллу 457 
ХоёуӨиллос 457, 513 
Бохоёллс 551 
Баофо 544 

Беу 191 

Sévig 191 

Еєубид ва 319 
Еғубхлға 319 
Xoevoxdéc 20-1 
Eevoxpatea 320 
Еғуохойтға 320 
Eevoqü(vtoc) 50 
Eéms (= Efoms) 506 
ЕНМОМ 550 

Хоу 191 
Xowpevavóva 261 
Хоцретабу 261 

-БЕ- for -E- 555 
Euph соболһ 637 
xovBoXov 486, 636 
xovyyeag- 613 
yovyyepoe 399 
youldéyetar 615 

хом фоғос 615 
хохлЛефоора 615 
EvAvov 399 
EvpfóAAco8a тїїс 269 
Еорддод єова 554, 609, 611 
Бор дө) 554, 609, 611 
(xJoupBod- 609 
(Х)д0ррах- 612-3 
Зоррахос 45 
yovpnag 553 
хооңлАёу 609 

yovv, Ейу 553—4 
Боубодоутес 554 
youvagyotes 487 
ЕоурдӘо 609-10 
ЕхуВохлеоо 609 
ЕоуВоро 554 
хоууүүсафес 613 
хомүүсүрардёуа, 613 
xovvyeag- 613 
Ёбубихос 554 
yovvxt(ueva 613 
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Брйух та 613 
youvpay- 612 
усуурахіам 612 
хобурахос 612 
yovvi]eXoüue[v? 241 
Хоууфеошос 553 
Жол|є:тоб: 83 
Еулетоифу 293 
Еолетафу 293 
Evdotos 408 
Хоуфетоизу 20, 456, 462 
Xovgetadv 456, 462 
Eaxvelwv 550 
Ефлооос 550 


о 


o~e 214—7; o~ov 218—9, іп Latin words 
219-23; o—v 217—8; о--о 223 ff.; o fora 
130; о for Latin consonantal и 4424; 
о/--У written OI 333—4 

О, OY as graphemes for [o'] before 403 B.C. 
238-41, in lonic script 31ff; O, OY 
403-350 В.С. 241-260, 351-2; О for 
о/ V 324-33; О for ov, latest cases of 
258—9, cf. 256ff.; O for w after 403 B.C. 
49—51; 223 ff. 

-о in gen. sing. (after 350 В.С.) 256ff. 

9 94,97 

6 (= ov) 251 

O (= one obol) 111 

6 x 'Ag- (not 6 хао-) 431 

ho ’Ovétogos 428 

"Оаєйс 284—5 

“Оабеу 227-8, 452, 502 

*Oarés, OAIEX 50, 227 

*Оолєйс 227—8, 284—5 

Босиєдс 502 

"Одд ис 443 

ӘфӘніа 216 

дВеМохос 215—6 

дВемс 215—6 

бётМмо 161 

дфомос 215—6 

öy Гоу 631 

дүх- 631 

бүдбт 356 


Indices 


фүбойхоута (synizesis) 411 

dySoing 334 

966 256, 352 

ббс 352 

дбєшо. 251 

бёёуа 251 

бболоца 333 

-оту, synizesis of 411 

'O&8ev, 'Orjóev 331-2, 458, 502 

ho&0ev 458, 502 

86 for 69, corrected 472 

бӨер ВбАоута 630 

бӨенлео 623—4 

бӨеулео 624 

or~ou 333; ov.—0/ С 323—4; o1~v 337; 
or~o 335—7; о for o/ У 333—4; о 
written I 337—8; ov. V, scansion of 211; 
Ov У written О 324-33 

оі, scriptio plena before 424—5 

ot бу тӘ 300 

оқа) 97 

ОїоӨғу 285, 334 

О(ї 277, 502-3 

О(04Өеу 331-2 

-оц----о- 333 

Оцато! 134, 209, 333 

olxéas, scansion of 211 

oixi 170 

ойх ас for ойх(охс 269 

обалїс 170 

оїходец неу 630 

howxov- 495 

oixóvta (after 350) 258 

оіховіталс 336 

оїхдт с 214 

оіхобуто(с) гіс 640 

olxott 486 

оїхоётос 486 

oixoóc 573 

olxtigo хрооорбу 595, 636 

оіхтобс 573 

Jouvaixdes = ol(c) Avouéc? 638—9 

ойдрог 534 

Olváenc 487 

Оіуойос, scansion of 213 

Оіугіс 374-7 

Olvnà 268, 354, 374 
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Оёу рс 374—7, 412 
Oivic 367, 374—7 
Оіуофіо (after 350) 256 
hoivoc 428, 640 
oivoxó- 334 
оїуохой) 334 
Olvoc 346 
olóv v єї 422 
olóc v elut 422 
ос written of 638—9 
OIX[.]MENIO (= 'Ogxopévvoc) 484 
òx 248, 254, 256, 352 
'Oxtafiavóg 446 
"Охтбб‹ос 446 
"Оклаїа 446 
”Охлбиос 446 
”Оххболлос 446 
дило РолФу 432 
дхтоЙфолфФу 432 
"Оло 286 
”ОХфахдс 394 
'OXBiavóg 394 
”ОХюс 483 
'Oxav8tónc 440 
бмауіа 440 
дМүос 440-1 
дМос 440-1 
“Омооедс 261, 484 
dhxeiov 316 
бАхёоу 316 
бю 204 
бокс 516 
'OXuyxteia. 207, 417 
‘Oduuxelov 231 
”ОХбилда 417 
*OXvyunieua. 207, 417 
”ОХОрлахос 455 
”ОХбилас 404 
"Олло ipao 96 
*OXvuxoóo[ 394 
"Ойлубіл) 136 
“ОХмул- 592, 594-8 
”ОХоула 597 
“Ойоуллйбос 596 
"ОХмуллббооос, "Одуулібдаюос 487, 594, 
597 
“ОХоуллоуїхо 592 
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"Одбульос 595, 597 
“ОХфулахос 594, 596 
”ОХоулохд оос 597 
”О)Хфүлос 597 
Ovn- 485—7 
'OXvmxóc 486 
"Ололабуикос 485 
“ОУмоедс 484, 540 
*OXvootóg 484, 540 
ОЛУХХЕУХ 47 
"OXvtég 347, 484 
"Одлледс 484, 540 
*OXvvteoc 484, 540 
Ouneéa 316 

бртоєіа 316 

Ópotioc 96, 210, 333-4 
бдо(ос 226 

Ороткүбу 507 

6pod, abbreviated 102, 107 
билео 623 

оу (- Еу?) 214 

бу (= фу) 225 
ONAIOZ (= Оімаїос) 324 
“Оудтас 131, 136 
(Чбуфос 218 
"Оуўсорос 227 
"Оміаєцос 138 
“Оуісіллос 169 
бухіс 487, 600 
“Оуороллауї) 231 
булғр 624 
Ьдулоріоуос 428, 593 
бліов- 495 
Вол(00:0у 495 
Һолісдофоуё 495 
©л(ош 366 

ónAc(xag 198 

бло (after 350) 258 
(ӧл)бо бу 423 
бӛллос 534 

'Oxow- 20 

блт@ауа 394 

блес 9 бу 422 

боді 97; scansion of 411 
”ОрамЁтоц 134 
Ogaguoc 229-30 
"ОоВаубс 220 
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"Ообос 483 бтауф- 621-2 

"Оруймті 214 бтау ВбХхоута 621 

фоүгиоу- 155 бтау x- 621-3 

Һбоүотіро 428 бтау n- 622-3 

боүха 339 бтаулео 621, 624 

“Ообефуос 141 hóuv for óvuv' 487 

'Oogváónc 391 бтоюбу 336 

'Oget8va 339 ОТОХ (= обтос) 352 

"Орвіцахуос 534 ov ~o 218—23, in Latin words 219-23; ov ~v 
"Ооеоотес 529 266—7, 260—1; ov for Latin consonantal u 
-оор/--У 219 44266; ov (inherited diphthong), list of 


"Орваубоас 479, 482 

'Oe8ayóoa(c) хос̧ 640 

до00с 225 

"Осбосүбоос 479, 482 

”Офдос 535 

*Ogoavdets 567 

добүоа 339 

дооүнбу 339, 407 

ОРОГ бог боос 324 

һбоос 24-5 

бооХўшатос̧ 576 

“"Осокллос 535 

дооолбүшюу 535 

"Ооошёупс 535 

"Орос 20 

"Ортіунос 488 

"Орхийс 216 

”Орхорёуюс 216 

8c 8 dv 422 

-öç in acc. plural (after 350) 256ff.; in genitive 
sing, (after 350) 256 ff. 

боа, elided before бу 423 

бопилео 624 

дорд) 567 

боон ларбхавоу 630 

боорлер 624 

доотойхо» 529 

hodotelyerg 513 

óoyo- 452 

боҳос (бЕос) 21, 452 

Stap В- 622 

бтаџ pé 621 

Фтор л- 621, 623 

Stap noða 623 

бтаџлер 620, 624 

бтау, assimilation of 620-4 


words attested іп 349-50, written О before 
400 B.C. 350—1, written О 400-350 B.C. 
351-2 

OY, О as graphemes for [o] 238-59; OY 
before 403 B.C. 238—41, in Ionic script 
316; O replaced by OY 241—258; latest 
examples of О 258-9, cf. 256ff.; late exam- 
ples of О due to abbreviation 256-7; OY 
for [0°] and EI for (е), relationship of 178, 
184, 177 ff., 241—2, 248 ff. 

ov(x) 349, 351-2 

ob “уеотау 426, 432 

Ovadagia 121, 443 

Otvoregta 443 

Ободоюс 443—4 

OvdAns 443 

О%ао(а 443 

Оббомюс 443—4 

Ообоос 443 

oby xal 632 

о05 bq” будс 422 

0066, elision of 422 

о9бе гіс 422 

офбеіс 473—4 

Оделақиос 443 

Ovewpaviog 202 

Олеутібіос 444 

О?єсласіаубс 443 

Ovétega 443 

Обетоориос 444 

Ovévuog 443 

Обйоос 443 

000 (= 005) 472, 475-6 

ойӨгіс 472-6 

ооӨёу 472—6 

ОйцИбюс 443 
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ООфюс 443 
ОоВоМа 443—4 
ОйцооХМмос 222, 443—4 
Ovixtog 444 

Os(opov 443 
Оираміос 443 

ov(x) 349, 351-2 

оох бүшїс 505 

оби (б + ёх) 433 
О%мата 134, 345 
Обдліос 220 

"Олама 443 

обуехд of 424 
Офододдогос 443, 527 
Ovoxt(oxov 443 
Отоліохос 444 
-000/__У («- бо/.. V) 219 
Ovofavóc 220-1 

обте, elision of 422 
обтос 349 

ovtou (= обтоу) 218 
ovy too. 501 

бфейомаці : DUE nos 631 
'OqeMa 141 

"ОфіМос 141 

дфрО 199 

"Офолоуіёес 214 

дфобс written “pets 398 
ду 351 


П 


л-В 434—7; л--лл 519; л--ф 452-5, 
468-9; -л- for -лл- 515 

лаууєуєі 608 

Па@үхаолос 608 

Паүходлеш. 608 

Tlayxgateldns 608 

Пауүходттс 608 

лхаухобліоу 607—8 

Паүхботс 608 

Поүҳаріоу 608 

лхавут 468 

zá, scansion of 411 

zai хадос 640 

Пашу 234 

Пашуеейс 200 
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Пашушос 156 
Tlavaviog 235 
Пошауюотаі 235 
лоїда 299 
ло(боь 636 
Полтюуос 235 
Памрюу 235 
IIatvóvovtó, 268 
Tlavovidns 293 
Помбууооа. 539 
Пацошоббис 262, 270, 435—6 
ла&{‹}о. 268 

Псибу 234 
Поаиоуібтс 230 
zxaAavovüs 269-70 
лоХаха 516 
лаћастў 269 
хоХасталос 270 
Падеуєйс 512 
лодауһкиоето 499 
TladAnvés 346 
TladAnvéws (synizesis) 411 
TladAwevs 168 
Парафіос 408 
Ilayfovóónc 606-7 
Порбюуібос 492, 638 
лариӨлсцуау 607 
лощілос 607 
Tlappévns 607 
Tlapga(ijos 293—4 
ПарфОл) 607 
Пафос 607 
ПорфОМ) 262 
лау-, assimilation of, in composition 606—8 
IIava0eváou 294 
Ilava8nvauxóg 282 
Поуаріота 136 
Пауђотаётс 606 
xavyeve( 608 
лаубохеіоу 455 
лаубоукїоу 455 
Пауєцос 162 
ламєбрувцос 521 
Паупрос 162 
TIAN@AIO$ 471 
TIANOAIO$S 471 
ПАМІХ 397 
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лаух| 608 

ПвбуходХос 608 
Пауходос 608 
лаукарл(а 608 
Паухарлос 608 
IIavxAe(óo 608 
ПаухХЕоус 608 

xavxo[ 608 

Tlavxgatns 608 
лаухролластїс 608 
лаухобліу 403 
лауходлюу 608 
nxavvuxibaXvuvevéAeoev 576 
IIANOAIO$ 471 
Tlavovéixa 454, 489 
лаулау 607 
Паухахлға 319 
ПаутоЛЕцоу 155 
mavteoo (contra metrum) 643 
ПаутоА ос 222, 367 
TlavtovaAniog 223 
Пауфаїос 607 
Ilavn 607 
ПвуфмМос 607 
Пауфіо- 400 

Палос 515 

лар "Afósoa 496, 499 
nag’ Бавдєра 499 

nag Exdotorow 499 
лар’ їеХМ2олоутоу 499 
лада, elision of 420 
ладі háfótoa 496, 499 
хаоау(увава 563 
хоо ГУШуорЕуоц 197, 563 
Kagayiwopevoc 563—4 
лаоаббау, corrected 552 
Nagaverls 278 
xapaxoAe|xxau 301 
ПАРАМҮМОТОХ 38 
ларауүё\АЛғу 601 
zxagavyelàévooav 225 
лаоброора 519, 521 
nagaeupa 521 
Паобоюс 520 
Падрасіс 403 
лараохе@ кто! 348 
лаовбоос 498 


Indices 


лбоһебоос 498 
zagéóoy' ОВобосц 425 
nages 372 
ладедлеіа 339 
Ilageroáðns 262, 270, 436 
zagtitíjoato 381 
лаокохеойоото 130 
лаото(ас 520 
Tlag@éviog 459 
Паобёус 403 
Пообеуос 458—9 
Паошубс 135 
Паршубс 135 
Tlagu(s) хадос 640 
Пао‹о@ётс 436 
Tlagpévovto(s) № 639 
Паруаобс 525 
Tlagvacodés 525 
Паруроошюс 525 
Поообоюс 520 
Tlagenota 520 
ларотальс 410 


Ilagvoáóng 262, 270, 436 


лаоблос 208 

тлообиос 208 

лаофос 208, 359 

IIaoavócvg 567 

IIlacv£iov 156 

ПаоМёа 321 

ПАХМ 396 

ластоа (= лАйотоа) 481 

латёра, elision of 425; final syllable scanned 
long 387 

IaveoxAóc 407 

Патойос 293 

латобвеу xal 630 

латооієс 131 

Tlatgoxe[ 481 

Tlatgoxeldns 481 

Ilatooxéoug 481 

Патоохӯётс 481 

Патодхдғо 320 

TlatedxAeva 320 

Потоохмоа 191 

TlatgoxAts 21-2, 56, 260 

IIATPOKVQ 38, 48 

Патоо?А[ 22 


Палоо%”Хос 22 

za1Qdie 95; scansion of 411 
лато@ос 412 

Полофос 208 

Полдейуос 237 
IIavAivog 237 

Пабда 236—7, 527 
IlavAAetva 237 
TlatA(A)og 237, 527 
По%Хос 527 

Tagin 131 

Tlagitov 488 

Пашуібоу 293 

Пеамієйс 296 

лёбоу (= лайбоу) 298 
лекбаоудутос (after 350) 256 
Пегдбїроо 397 

Пебеас 138, 145 

Пеюс 201 

лєілто 202 

Пеооб 282, 293 
Пеооғос 224 

Пеооео;, scansion of 213 
Tegai 282—4, 279-80 
Пецооиеос 175, 282-4, 279-80 
Пецдоцхдбс 290 
Tletgaixds 290 

Пецоофс 280, 282—3, 293 
Пеоеедс 284, 296—8 
Пеюебс 284, 295, 395 
Пецебс add., 409 
Tlevowxdévoug 157 
Пе\ерүхбу 557—8 
ПеХаоүкхбу 558 
ПеХаосүкіттіс 557—8 
IeAónxog 558 

Tlékea 321 

Tlekeatys 310 

Петті 310 
ла» х ан 517 
леХеххао 517 

Педс 346 

Пейєоос 348 

néng 163 

Педархос 558 
Педолоуупо- 518 
Пеєубеодёа 321 
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zevOnuunob(ov 423 
névn[ 592 

лёул у 595—6 

лёултос 595—6 
лєулфӨё 595 

леуг ОВо\фФу 216 

névte, elision of 419, 423 
IlevveAeuxóc 372 
Ilevve)nuxóg 372 
лєүтєл@\@отос 269 
zevw[-- 595 

лелоуфе 596 

-лео, assimilation before 623—4 
Пеоағі 282-4, 279-80 
Пеоаебс 282—4 
Пераєос 175, 189 
лерамерам 366 
леоаоеофиаутол 121 
Перүаоёмос 155 
Пеоёбс 24, 535, 540 
леді, usually not elided 424 
лецухкуто(оё, 603 
Пео(боус 240 
леойбожау 96 
Перидлос 147 
Пєридс Хоаувілло, ПеоһхХ4р Зоубілло 36 
TleguxAtns 142 
TIEPITIOKIAON (= леоһлоіждоу) 324 
лєріраутіріоу 519 
лериоёлтома 520 
Пеооотеоб 528 
лЕрьсобу 540 
леоллтеоо 540 
лео(хоосор шау 631 
Пеобфала 451, 536 
Пєоос:Вӧс̧ 523 
Пеооеібол 202, 535 
Tleggets 202, 535, 540 
Ileooeqótum 451 
Пеоо(боц 202, 535 
Пероаїос 535 

Пеооес 347, 535 
IIcooeqóvn 450-1, 470 
Пёоотс 535 

Пеооһбос 535 

леооихас 535 

Пеооіхфу 535 


706 


Tlegots, Пёрок, 535 
Пероуфрбуу 450 
Перобу 535 
Пеооффота 46-7, 451, 536 
лєроокубс 398 
лєоу- ~ onegy- 507 
Пеобос 300 

лесе 486 

лёфауха 599 

леуте 169 

IInyóEvog 553 
Tinyéou 553 
IIHAIOZ 39 

ПНРА (= лара) 132 
ТЦАТТОМ (= лобттоуу) 484 
IItyoec 439, 557 
Thegaevs 391 
Піеоеос n- 530 

nin for ліе? 161 
хавахут 468 
хіваруобутес 197 
П:Өёа 152 

Пібедс 545—6 
ПіӨоуос 197 

Піхоєс 439, 557 
mexa 453 

ПО (= Din) 454 
Палос 453 

Поу (= ФОюу) 453 
лцідаоо 471 
munégews 144 
лале, лідер 144 
лілто, ле(лто) 202 
Про 198 

Пкоееос 199, 297 
Гаоёос 199 
ПкоӨетаіоо 196 
Thotogatog 17, 54, 190, 572 
Пкоото- 527 
Піоотос 529 
Шотасос 439, 524 
niote 189 

TIvotla(t) 359 
Tho[t]60xevog 21 
Пілбедс 545—6 
Пибвідт 545 
Пибом 545 


Indices 


Пітоєс 439, 557 
IDavyóov 598 
Ш.атокОс 285 
IDatoiéwog 155 
TDatauets 285 
Ш.атомхос 290 
ПАатацхї 285 
Платок 290 
IAatcaig 296 
Пдалеєбс 285, 297 
IIAatovuxóc 232 
IDabvuoc 238 
nAeiov 321—2 
л) оуа 322 
Mhevovants 322 
лАгіоуес 322 
лӛгіоуос 321-2 
лХадуюу 322 
лову 322 
лус он 321—2 
лік» 321—2 

лу юу 321-2 
mdéov 321-2 
nÀéova 322 
л\єоуйжіс 322 
лд оуос 321-2 
л3ебуоуу 322 
лАёооцу) 322 
тдғото 301 
лүү YES 630 
л\оуос 203 
IDmooota 479-80 
лімувтббу writing 59 
лМмувіауу xal 631 
IDavva (= Фімума?) 399, 454 
Motos 350-1 
Ш.обомос 350 
лӛоілос 350 
Плодтоу 350 
IDvtóg 454 
Піюбеебс 306 
ID.o0&a 153 
Пәюбеікус 306 
ID.o8eóg 306 
П%Аотеїуа 238 
Потіа 238 
ПАфтос 238 
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Піс 238, 403 

ПХото) 40, 49, 350 

nóa 326 

лоВота (= лобВата) 482 

лодбу xai 631 

лоєїу 326-30; іп Archaic Period 326-8; оп 
vases 328; 450-200 В.С. 328-9; after 
200 B.C. 329-30; scansion of 211, 213, 
327-8, 330 

лотос 329-30 

лобеоутес 414 

-xola 333 

Пошуєфібма 215, 337 

7tOLELV, see XOELV 

лоду 398 

norca 268 

Ilowjoovot 525, 539 

nomths 329-30 

-noa 209, 333 

-Xouxóc 333 

-Xoutóc 333 

ло/ддеуос 267 

zxóÀe 184—5, 301 

дб), 381—3, 412; scansion of 412 

nxóÀei 97, 383 

лоХеіу 226 

ПоХеройос 570 

лі 381-3, 412 

лоїть corrected 170, 199, 382 

IHoXqxAéovg 267 

лом, 199, 382-3 

Помё 301 

ломхф@ 226 

ПоМитрйос 262 

Помуос 398 

Поӧ\Ла 299-30, 237, 527 

TloAAvavés 230 

ПоАМоу 231 

ПОЛТТОМ for ломтфу 168 

ПОРУҮЛМОТОХ ЕГРАФЕМ 39 

HoXvóópag 218 

Подлмехтоу 346 

ПоХФеуос 297 

TloAvevxtos 346, 348 

TloAvevynt 356 

ПолуЖ<ас 320 

IIoAóxAntoc 170 
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ПоћлохмМӧтс̧ 196 
лоХОлос 534 
Полот: 356 
ПоХФохтос 346, 348 
Ilokvzéoyov 507 
TloAtvenv 520 
IIoAvofjvvog 520 
ПоХФоттос 520 
IloAóoonv 520 
TloAvoo0évng 530 
Полофобосроу 527, 568 
TloAvyagtliny xat. 630 
TléAxeg 220-1 

ПоХхос 398 

IIlouxfgia 96, 200-1, 367 
Поџлўка 367 
Порлтиаудс 368 
ПорлтиолоЛечсӨу 367 
Порліюс 367 

лоулёс 595 

хоулЕОш 596 

лоулі) 596 

Поуліау 597 
Поулфуюс 597 
Полейцос 202 
ПолёАмос 141 
Полли 141 

Tlogetwv 201 
тооедеообол 530 
Пбокос 221 

лорвелеїу 476 
Пооебефу 200 
Посвібілос 515—6 
Пооедбу 200 
Пооһбефу 200; written IIoovóqubv 30, 209, 369 
ПооЦтифу 30, 209, 369 
Поо(биллос 197 
Пооһбфуюс 197 
Пооторос 220, 222, 407 
Поотобриос 407 
ПО>ФОМ (= Поофброу?) 449 
лоофоуєіто, corrected 482 
Потеідаа 279 
Потеібаеос 285 
Поте(бала. 279 

Поте Фоцотбу 296 
Потеғбттс 296, 311 
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IIOTEO (= лоеў?) 453 
Потюћаубс 222 
Потібос 222 
Потиодамбс 222 

Потуа 394 

Поубеуто, scansion of 222 
IlovAvóáuacg 218 
IHovAvttov 218 
Побдудоу 221 
Поуліуіюос 391 
Поуотобшос 220 

лофу 329 

-лл- written -л- 515 
Пойюс 209 

TIgatons 488 

хобуа ёс 639 

Поохоуе 400 

Iloáog 209 

Поадєйс 393, 395, 409 
Повоодос 525 

лобооо 540 

лобте 516 

лоатоїб, 479 

лоблто 538, 540 
лобтоу 516 

лоёат(ос) 453 
ловСфеотоо 548 
лоеофекоу 156 
логорфоу 204 
лоеоффтеоос, compendia for 109 
ПоєсоВіос 530 
Потобош 414, 479-80 
лотоооиабоуу 414, 480 
Tiguavets 134 

Пошуєйс 134 

лош меу 594 

лоб (= лодс) 639 
ПооВаћеіскос 197 
лооүсүоридуюу 396, 478 
лооүбуо оӨёүос 635 
лоовуүоофеоу 604 
лоочдоіоу 163 
Поотоёош 414, 480 
Поотобош 414, 479-80 
Побхла 407 
Прохїешудос 201, 368 
Поохлтіаубс 201, 368, 406 


Indices 


Поохмоаудс 201, 368, 406 
Побкдос 406 

лоохоідіоу 453, 454 
Поохоуєсіо 511 
IIooxovvíjovog 518—9 
Поохбууцоос 519 
Поохоботцс 350—1 
Поохооботцс 350 
Проребёс 46, 346 
IIPONEIOI 148, 155, 209 
zQovtevoc (ambiguous) 148 
лооуемн (ambiguous) 155 
лобуЕюл, лроуғіоі 155, 209 
zxQóveoc 148 

хобуціо- 148 

лооуйио 209 

лобуцос 148 
IIgo5e[v(6]o Пооёбуо 45 
лобЕеуоү ха! 630 
хроЁбуюү ха 630 
Поолллбоаһ 279 
Пороломаа, etc. 279 
Tigoxviatov 279 

лоб(с) 639 
ПРОХАЛЕЛЕМ (= лроовүсүеїү) 120 
лрообёиүсоц, 157 
лрооведрбоаута 201 
ngoooerwvýðnoav 155 
лоооєлодо 498 
лоооћелӧобоу 498 
лоооһехето 498 
лобообос 498 
лоософеЛоооци лобс 631 
хооооф лт 356 
чироолоовбосау 120 
лодос t- 529 
Поооотаоа, 528 
лооотбосоутас 540 
лоооореМл [avta 233 
лоотауєіа 217 
лоотауеб 218 
Побтаміс 218 
Побтаохос 45, 226 
лобтєрор меу 632 
Поотоүбүнс 231 

meov- 433 

лооббүүхеу 433 


лрофубтає 433 
лробубтоаєу 259 
xeotxepwev 433 
лообуоута 433 
noutavéa 316-7 


ломтауєіа 316—7; written лоотаує(а 217 


moutaverov 151, 156 


novtaveiov 317; scansion of 212 


zQvtavéov 317 
лоутамес, late cases of 189 


xQvtavévo written xootaveóo 218 


лочтауца 204, 317 
лочтауірау 204, 317 
Побтаміс 218 
Побууос 518 
Поолтеас 145 
лоотёүүсафос 604 
лоротёуурофос 604 
лофтор меу 632 

ло 555; ло for qo 20-1 
лотухотоі 21, 555 
-лт- written -tt- 570 
лтеЛейуос 323 
лтєА&суос 323 
ллеобета 488 
ПхоХеролейс 286 
ПтоХеношіс 290-2 
ПтоХерайоюа 290-2 
ПтодХеролис 290-2 
IIxoAeuaioc, loss of tin 570 
Titokepats 290-2 
ПтодХерибцоов 290-2 
ПтоАғроїтіс 290-2 
Птоуе 356 
Tlvawvowudva 268 
Пюүодейс 126—7 
ПоуєЛа 455 
IIvycleóg 126-7 
Нодбуа 561 
IIvO0ayóonc 136 
Пуибайа 204 
IIvOaí(c 292 
IIvGotovfig 292 
ПодбуүеХос 598 
IIv0évac 153 
IIó0coc 196 
IIvOcov (synizesis) 412-3 
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Побуа 561 

IIvGov(xov 394 
лолаќас 279 
лорүооєу (contra metrum) 643 
Пооёс 54 

люду 523 

IIvouyeta 512 

лоохолд 131 
IIvooxóus 22 

mueds 516 

Пороолдос 536 
лчооьдотой Bots 640 
Поооос 43, 536 
IIvt0éog 262, 545 
Потуа 561 

Питуаїос 561 

ло 541—4; -лф- for Latin -pp- 468—9 
лодетб 161 

ПоМа 236-7, 527 
Подмамос 230 
ПоАМтта 237 
ПоАМоу 231 
ПФА(А)ос̧ 237 
Подохобтеа, 232 
Поофбоос 449—50, 470 


? 


§ 21-3; ? as numeral 113 
За- 23 

-91o- 21-2 
--?ошо-- 21 
]Je6r«à 21 
?брахс 21-2 
бре: 22 

*óoh[se. 25 

qv- 22-3 
Фубішахос 23 
ФухдосүЛенәбо 22 
Флл(оас 23 


P 


0-4 483; о--оо (after prefixes) 519—21; 
0--00 (not after prefixes) 521—3; о and À, 
assimilation of 478-9; о and A, dissimila- 
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tion of 479—80; о, metathesis of 476—8; о, 
omission of 480—3; o, syllabic 396, 478; o 
written I 484—5 
eh 25-6 
бо({уоңаь 519 
Фу 209 
-рахлёоъс 240 
“Рарцодоюс 569 
“Раробсциос 569 
балт- 520 
"үуой 426, 431 
бёюъса 156 
6£0oa (after 350) 258 
”регїїс for д0єтйс 120, 426 
“petolas 426 
"Риумамбс 368 
“РцүХос 406 
бңүуош 520 
-en8e(c 520 
*Pevauég 286 
“РдЕ одос 552 
“Рцо(рахос 552 
-entos 520 
*Pófotoc 220—1 
оороо, 25 
борфос 218 
*PóvBoc 592 
ІРОМОНХЕМ 259 
-оолос 520 
"Ротефіа 223 
“РотОцос 223 
“Рочотихдс 220 
*Pobqoc 222 
-00- and -ро- 534—7 
ообиота 519 
оовтб 519 
Jeentov 43 
eovpds 519 
-00- and -оо- 534; -ро- in dat. plural 534 
-QOic, nouns in 534 
óvðp- 521 
фюӨрөс, “Роброс 568 
OvpPos 218 
форЕ(Ша 209, 323 
“Роуба 567 
óvouóg 568 


Indices 


> 


o~oo (Attic toponyms) 523—4; о-оо (поп- 
Attic toponyms, names) 524—5; o, dissimila- 
tion of 506-10; o, final, treatment of 638- 
40; а for E 551—3; о for ос 515—6; o for ф 
555—6; o, gemination, epenthesis, voicing of 
510; о, omission of 506-10; c written C, of 
547-9; o/... C, gemination of 527-31 

Z, abbreviation for stater 111 

ho 20 

УоВВато 489 

Zoafeivov 197 

Убүхтос 600 

Хабохос 439 

Zaíóvog 298 

аёххос 517 

Zaxóvóa 121, 221 

самос 517 

oaxyugavtns 541 

ХоХоцеіуіюс 198 

Хаос 447 

Lahovotiavés 220 

садликті 574 

вадлисті 574 

ZoXvfotav 435 

Холорфоюудс 133, 435 

ZaXvzQuavóg 133, 435, 485 

Харфохеїс 489 

XZayfáug 489 

--саңєуоооу- 530 

Zápwv 225 

Хауфол(с 489, 597 

Хауүйоюс 599 

Хдубоос 234, 416 

Уйухтос 600 

cavvibio 533 

Халлох 542, 544, 556 

Lange, Халфо 541, 544, 556 

Zagamaxds 123 

Харатаас 124 

Зараліасєтіс 123 

Харалад, 122 

Хооблибос 122 

ХУбоолис 122 

Zaganiwv 123 

Хаторуейсс 220—1 


Халооуе(уос 220—1 
Хавторүйос 220—1 
Zavoovivog 220—1 
Хатчоуіуос 220 
Хаюфтїос 238, 367 
Zaqó 542, 544, 556 
Zaqqxó 544, 556 
Хаф 416 
Хафубом 416 
Хбоос 416 
Хафто 416 

-ОЁ- written -ооф- 530 
сүв Өєїс 348 

oe tye 424 

сє Фхорбоою 425 
сераоотф 528 
Уєђӯоға 446 
LePijeos 446 
Zeióów 231 
Уєлаубу 198 
Zewuwovións 200 
Хвууоулейс 200 
Хєкдуба 221 
>єхоубос 220-1 
Хєхобуба 221 
Хєкомудійда 221 
Үєкобубос 220—1 
Zéxovog 555, 574 
Zehexeüg 346. 
Zehnvaíng 131 
Уғуёхос 526 
Хеуеххос 526 
Zévov 552 
УвОлос 575 
ZéExvog 574 
XéEotog 574 
X£Evog 574—5 
Хєоуйрос 446 
Уёллиос 526 
Хєралбс 125 
Leganiaxds 125 
Тєралаос 125 
Lepamidocg 124 
Хєёоолис 122, 124 
Хєралішу 124-5 
ХғоВє0алос 447 
Xeofía 201, 206, 447 
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Хєовіом 447 

ХєрфоМЁёс 493 

Leguvarés 493 

Херомуєі ас 447 

ZegovtÜuoc 447 

Хєроода. 447 

Хёромос 447 

Zevnoivoc 446 

Levijeos 446 

-oevs for -дієбс in demotics 393—5 
Lets, corrected 548 

of for o, 5 547, 549 

Enànvós 169 

LedvpPotavdcs, Znkvufoiavóc 133, 435, 595 
Ze)vvBovavot. 595 

onpetov 317 

onpéo 301 

onpéov 317 

Зйушуос 549 

Олуоледс 169 
ZHZAMAZMENA (= ceonpaopéva) 132 
ZHEXEMAZMENON 163 
Zíocwoc 528 

Хпочіас 575 

лотос 575 

-00- for -от- 559; -00- written -000- 530 
-o8at written -otar 559 

o0éve 356 

Z0tvv(6ov 516 

-980 written -otw 559 

246030. 261 

Zíyyvo 598 

ZXwytwóg 309 

ZwiaAx[ 439 

odned Хо йу 636, 633 

-оєїс written -СЕ0С іп demotics 393-5 
Улхауйтоһ 167 

огхба 266 

Lixvdviog 266 

Хдғудбе, Znvós 193 

Zúovivoç 447 

Үй ос, scansion of 443 
обон 492 

Хумау 516 

Lipo (= Zipo) 399 

Хціфудто 400 

Zipovoc 38 
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Уіуүші 598 

Улуол- 233 

Zwonéog 224 

ainovds 408 

Уллоубібоу 408 

Уіллуюс 454, 532 

L)ovBens 486 

-ох- for -oxÀ- 480, 573; -ox- written -оох- 
529 

Ixaßwviðns 486 

Zxavfowió- 596-7 

УхблХас 407 

охафейс 478 

>хёф\а 478 

Xxaqkeóg 478 

Exaqiuxó 478 

Zwewov 167 

УхеМо 512, 514 

ХКЕҮХ (= aoxeón) 468 

Zwnnxiov 167 

ZKIOIKOY (= Ххобихоф) 261 

Ухиліюуос 167 

Ум ооу, Ух(рюу 193 

Ухлфуво 453 

-oxA- written -ox- 480, 573; written -oA- 573; 
written -00xÀ- 529 

oxovOev (= Бамббу) 20-1 

охбобоу 14, 398, 405 

охбообоу 398, 405 

оходац, 22 

oxvAoósoq[óc] 21 

-OA- for -охА- 573 

ZAKPATHE 234 

ор from би 567-9; written -обр- 547 549; 
written -oop- 527, 530, 567 

Хримеіас 482 

Хрикоіом 408, 509 

Хиїхэл) 510 

Zprxor for Хціході, 191, 509 

Хріхос 509 

ФУщхо(ас 509 

<шхоіуоу 240 

Хихоішу 509 

ошхобс, Урїхоос 507-10 

Хшхооуібцс 509 

Хшхдбт 509 

Ушходос 507, 509 


Indices 


Хшхобо, corrected 51 
ХиихэМюу 507, 509 

oot, elision of 424—5 

oot Еу 425 

со! бт 424 

Убімос 397 

ZoÀnuu- 220—1, 468, 470 
Хойфиа- 220-1, 468, 470 
Zovi- 245, 253 

Zovwáóng 352 

Loviets 352 

Lovixov 226 

Хбуроу 352 

Хоуу(1Е0с) 533 
Ұбоачӛоос 233 
LooiPiosg 232 

Loowyévysg 225 
$O$INEO 52 
Locovavés 527 
Уботботос 225 
Хотцоһхбс 225 
Хотійріос 230 
Убтоатос 572 
LovBelSys 266-7 
Хооллияһ- 220-1, 468, 470 
Хоорлхооёрюс 222, 407 
Уомчгіс 395, 418 
УОҮМІЕІАХ 156, 233, 391 
Lovviéws 155 

Zovvievs 350 

ZovgovÀa 267 

Хофіїос 232, 238 
софіғу 164 

ooging 131 
ZoqoxXévovug 156 
Уофооуіохоу 232 
Хофооуохо 399 

-ол- written -сол- 530 
Улаоббохос 439 
Улбобохос 438—9 
Улартахос 439 
Улартох(юу 439 
УРлаотохос 130, 438—9 
олєпӧбу writing 59 
олеох---леох- 507 
олірлмуүс 600 
Хлівасос 487 
Хливаоо 471, 491, 638 
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ZIIIOAPOX 487 

Улодіос 248, 351-2 

ondviviog 469 

олоуббуү xai 630 

Хлбоюс 223 

Улбохос 221 

Улбоос 223 

Хлообіас 254, 349 

Улоубібо 349 

Хломбіс 349 

Улфодосс 487 

-00- for -ото- 571—2 

-00- and -тт- 537-41, -00- written -0- 515—6 

-oof- for -of- 530 

-000- for -а0- 530 

-oox- for -ох- 529 

-ooxd- for -oxd- 529 

-0gy- for -ou- 527, 530, 567 

-oon- for -on- 530 

-oot- for -от- 527-9 

cotatéges 528 

gatijoa 528 

|6отос 529 

-оото- for -ото- 528-9 

-ФОХ- for -ox- 530 

-ot- for -ото- 480; -от- written -08- 559; -ot- 
written -001- 527—9; -ot- written -t- 506 

Утаүецойсон 195 

Lraywitar 195 

отабю, abbreviated (2) 112 

отабиу 403 

охадціх хо! 637 

ставом 488 

-otat for -оба 559 

отабу 488 

отоллүүдс 480 

Ултолоуіхедс 480 

отауос (= otáxves) 397 

otey-~ tey-, Óuotey- 507 

otéywv 507 

отеКүүіс 477 

ovéher 162 

отмадс 317 

отеХебс 317 

отеуаобу 559 

стємауєц noćno 630 

ZXxevelog 559 
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отєрёсдоу 184, 186 

ХлеоЦедс) 189 

otégopar 184, 186 

otegotpat 184, 186 

УТЕФАМАІХАІ 234 

отефауофау 142, 396 

Утефоуф 36, 49 

стефбуф 361 

отефаубэ (verb, for otepavot) 336 

ote’ (dat. sing.) 355 

own 361 

стійло 164 

оту 532-3 

Treoaydea(s) халос 640 

Otéoap лобове 594 

Үсцом (бүс 373 

Lmoundys 373 

Ухпошфобто 616 

Treorysge 132 

owyph pion 88 

отв corrected to отїїйе, 168 

Хсока 199 

Хонх 196 

otheyyis 477 

отдеуүіс 598 

ovn 479 

ото@ 326 

ото 326 

-ото- written -00- 571—2; written -0010- 
528-9; written -ot- 480; written -то- 572 

отоотемӛттіс 201 

отооттүүфс 232 

ХУлтоатохдғо 320 

Олоотбхдею 320 

XvgatoxÀévovg 157 

Хлоолоуібтіс 225 

>тоатоухт 399 

отоотблолбоу 299 

Treatw (nominative sing.) 366 

Улоециеос 479 

ZvooyyvX(ov 597 

Хтрбувихос 596, 592 

отооуүолос 598 

Улоофбахоу 226 

отоофіуүшу 598 

ототедетол 396, 478 

отротдоогу 534 
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атоллғіоу 317, 519 
отоллеюллбхос 317 
отоллеюлоћ 317 
атуиллЕоу 317 
отдллауос 519 
ХәаүүгдЕс 598 
Zvavyelég 598 
Учфоліуиос 436, 516 
ХофоХүгиос 436 
avBaAóvu 486, 636 
ovBivn 167 
ZvBovAióng 481 
Zvfotónc 266—7 
ovyyévera, 614 
ouyyeveic 614 
Ovyyoagq- 614 
ovyyeagets 614 
овүүрафоаркуос 613 
боүхлєибутоу 613 
avyxAntos 613 
ovygagis 487, 636 
оуүуесі 614 
ovyxofjcao0ac 614 
Zvxwwüov 266 
смог 552 

Zó- 222 

ОХ ӛту 615 
сүйлоү- 615 

ovhwv, corrected 552 
Lvpayla 515 
сбрахос 515, 636 
суда єсва 554 
сорВалорёусс 532, 554 
сорфадомо 350, 611 
сорВаут- 638 
ovpBoh- 609, 611 
ovupoóXouo 350 
ovppay- 611-2 
Lbppayos 611—2 
obpperatoy xai 631 
ovpperntos 611 
сориёхтоо 301 
сбилас 553, 609-10 
сорлёрло 609-10 
ооилерфӨєїс 610 
сорлоётто 610 
сорлооєдоо! 610 


Indices 


сорфЁргу 196 
cuugéoo 610-1 
Lupgéowv 611 
oupPpiroripotpevoig 324 
Хбифодос 611 
Хр час 403, 489 
соу, replacing úv 553—4; assimilation of, in 
composition 593, 609-16; not in composi- 
tion 617 
оўу хахб 617 
ovvf- 609-11 
ovvPa@Antar 554, 609 
cuvfáXXo 609-10 
соуђВіоу 611 
cvvBoAeóev 609 
ovvBovAo.to 611 
ouvy- 612-4 
ovvyévera 614 
ouvyevidos 614 
Ovvyovqxoac 613 
оюуүоаф- 613—4 
ovvygagets 614 
Zvvéyónuoc 581 
сууєуоріюєцу 162 
соуєдоітас 324 
соу цу 196 
Gvvevyvuntaig 603 
ovvevexvedaoovaw 548—9 
ouvEevEavt 592 
Zuvndea 205, 321 
Роу фбеа 205 
Хзмівта 147, 205, 321 
соуцотод|ЕУ- 498 
guvx- 612—4 
суухад!добооц 614 
ovvxabite 613 
суухавіати 613 
ovvxat- 613 
ouvxelpeva 613 
ouvxexoonxa 613 
оуухеоойобо 613 
суукеуфотта 613 
ovveAn- 613—4 
obvxAntos 613—4 
ovvehwot 613 
орухоАХлт- 613 
суухо б» 613 


соухошёђс 614 
cvvxouuc0Goww 613 
ovvaty[ 614 

оюуд- 615 
соуХалоэрүбу 615 
ouvhéyoavtes 615 
соуМ бєү 615 
сюуАрлооёс 615 
соуХррӨёута, 615 
оуудоүғас 615 
соулоүйс 615 

ovvp- 611—2 
ovvpayos 611—2 
Luvpaya@v 612 
сууреідуму 21, 191, 593 
ouvpéteous 612 
ovvddw 362 

ovv- 609-11 
офулас 610-1 
офуладіу 610 
соулёрло 610 
оуулХедоаутес 610-1 
сулло 610 
сулуу 611 
суулорлєї 610 
суулоо бш 610 
сууУлоаурахебшутам 610 
оюулрбтто 609 
очулодебооі 610-1 
соулротоёло 610 
guvnovtáveov 609 
ovvot- 615—6 
ovvotah@ow 615 
ооуотаттс 615 
ovvotéy 299, 616 
соуотёфауо: 616 
Ovvotoeuuavóoync 616 
ovvotemoe 615 
ovvq- 609—1 
Улугеошос 553, 616 
Ovvqégov 610 
ovvgéow 609-10 
Zvvqégov 611 
Хбуфодос 611 
gvvooovueiv 610 
ойуфоуа 610 
оууфоутӨЕута 610 
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ouvy- 614 
ovvyaenoovtar 614 
ovvyéat 614 

оуухеда 348 
ovvyvG7jvar 614 
ovvxwgňoa 614 
Хулаїітчцос 436 
УлултаМау 436 
Улоахбоюс 524 
Tvedxoveat 524—5 
Улоахофаос 219 
Хорбхомюоооц 219, 524—5 
ХорохобОооос 219 
Хода 262 

Zvoloo 569 

Уорхола 262, 516 

Уорос 225 
ovoosuavvóo80v 615 
ovoot- 615 

сосотоВфу 615 

ovot- 615—6 

--ovotáotg 615 
Ovotátns 615 
Gvotoeppataeyns 616 
-ow for -обо 559 

УФ for ФУ 20-1 

офүүоьс 399 

Zqéruog 162 

Хфүүаос 516 

oglys 487 

>ФЇТ (= Ур үсаос) 169 
C®AYEQN (= £ ФАмеоуу?) 587 
афбудукос 469 

офоу[ё] 21 

-ОХ- for -охо- 480, 572; -оу- written -соу- 530 
ЕХ for XZ 20-1 

Ххаувос 21 

УхеуохдЕс 20-1 
ҰХОМІА (= oyotvia) 324 
-0Х0- written -ОХ- 480, 572. 
ахууаохбутоу 21, 554 
Холбоос, corrected 455 
Zóovog 232 
Уоубоібус 234 

УФубоос 234 

Хоюфіос 399 

Zwota (асс. sing.) 637 


716 Indices 
Zooig 396 тауолброта 429 
ZQXIFOX 39 тауауца 430 
Әшдіхдға 320 тдёуахы, 428, 468 
XwolxdAEvav, scansion of 212 тауӛоі 433 
Zéowog 549 таубодс 432 
Хол 515 таутооу 433 
Хоюрбто 571 талітђёға 430 
офтера 171 тало 429 
cóta 171, 365 талодоХдто 429 
Уфтра 199 Tagavtetvos 197 
Уотойтоо 572 Taofavéc 477 
Zwuviets 230, 385 таооби, ллудама 631 
Xoqéoc 141 таообс 536 
Хохрцос 141, 232, 368 таотёшді 428 
Хохрїюс 141, 238, 367 таохоХа 429 
owpooviotal 232 *áoov 396 
táo 552 
таУлоудас 577 
T тдос p- 530 
т--6 438—9; 1—0 452—5, 468—9; -t- for -ot- | táooo 540 
506; -т- for -vt- 516 таУтоолайс 578 
T, abbreviation for one talent 111ff.; abbre- таоуое 427 
viation for 1/4 obol 111 ff. Тату 402 
тб, crasis of 429—30 1avoéa 317 
ta ба 429 1avosía 317 
та AVAALOKOpEVa 429 табт 433 
та дохаїа 429 тадта 430 
тй atta 430 тайтд 431, 432-3 
та будутіа 430 табтби, 431 
та vais 639 те, elision of 422 
таүаӨбу 431 те іббово 424 
таүодо 434 тё (= тў) £gyaotav 637 
табейрой 432 Тефёоиос 139 
табеубоһ 427; scansion of 213 tey- ~ отєү- 507 
таӨєуаќа 358 Teyeatys 311 
чавемака, 427-8, 432-3 тєӨхє 458 


тойс) Өдоолс 640 
tat(s) уоифашну 639 
тахо (= тас хо у@с?) 640 
тахблохба 429 
Тадебес 191, 300 
Тод(бєс 191 
ТодМбєс 191 

таМа 429 

таңа 433 

ташайм) 359 
тауамохбрғуа 429 


теӨуеиіс 149; scansion of 213 
tet 369, 377-80 

ТЕ (= tv?) 162 
Тешаүеутс 197 
ТешохХфоус 147, 197 
теціфутес, тео, 197—8 
Tevoapevs 399 
Tevoávóoo 234 

x£(xOn 167, 196 
Тєгхобооа 525, 538 
теххолоихоу 333 
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ТӨЛЕ (= тё) 300, 357 
тећи, scansion of 213 
tecla отүнт 88 
téhevog 317 
ТєХ«єрцоошс 405, 525 
1éAeoc 317 

T&Xno(ag 161 
ТеӨмходлес 143 
TeAufjoowog 405 
Tedowvos, corrected 400 
тереуос 241 

Teuv(wmg 164 

теу 161 

чеоа 426, 431 

TEPHN НМ (= теоеу” бу) 163 
Тєргхокобошос 324 
Teguecoets 164, 525 
Tegunocets 164 
Теоолоу 408 
тєрлоууос 408 
Teooeuóonc 132, 555 
Tegoryope 555 
теотбоооу 478 
хртарогу 479 
Тєртмсудс 368 

Теотіс 403 

Теот0Ла 222 

téoaga 540 

тєооор- 540 
тєооарбхоут 538 
тёовєра. 121 

тетаоас 537 

тётаоєс 516 

тетаотео 296 
тетаоттибоюоу, abbreviated 2 or Т 111 ff. 
тёхартор p- 631 

teratys 481 

TETIPTQI (= тєхвєотон) 129 
Tétuyog 513, 537 
тєтойуоц 139 

тетойовіс 356 
тетойотис 356 

теттао- 537, 540 
теттаоо, elision of 419 
тёттароіу 534 

TETTAQOP лобду, теттаоа лодфу 630—1 
теттеоо 121 


Тегтіхос 537 

tev&es for тебБас 121 
Техуоуо 225 
техолоюі 301 
Tepoerydens 555 

тё (= th) Єрүвсау 637 
тў (= тйс) £- 639 

th фочАйу 637 

ті) үлдтау 637 

vij Дпрєтоїою 637 

Ti] Аліоу 637 

хїї Пасирауоу 637 

тў movtavelav 637 

ті) ТЙХУҢУ 488, 637 

TH оҳу 637 

ТНВ (= Tnfovóc) 168 
чу 624—8 

теү ү- 624 

теү хооррах(ау 624, 632 
thy хооау 627 
thyavov 132 

тў 355 

теді (= тубі?) 487 
týð 167 

т) 355, 360-2 

теі "Acvatau, contra metrum 427—8, 434 
Тпио 209 

ТЕПОЇ 209 

Thos 209 

Тіһос 209 
хіде'Оупобс 424 
Тт)Еоіллос 161 
Ттүһетос 226 

тўи 624—8, 632 

Ji ag ёот(ас 492, 638 
тёр Podév, thp Bovy 624, 627—8 
thu реүѓотту 628 

thu ру 627—8 

тїр ф- 626 

thu ФоМу 168 

Thu viigov 632 
тпубєму 432 

теу Ào- 594 

хїрил аа 430 
теҮхӨвү 578, 635 

тї лс 578 

түхтойс 578 
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тїуцү 161 

10 541, 544—6 

ті ol. 425 

TiPagavicca 539 
Тфеюс 317 

Тівеос 317 

Tiféguosg 139 

тібе- 458 

tim 545 

тр---теш- 199 

Тїнабоа 488 
Tıpápðgov, corrected 492 
тшт о], 488 

Т\шас 142, 145 
Тиіббтірос) 43 
Тцідбеос 153 

Тцлббтос 147 

Туцохд (ас, scansion of 212 
ТІМОКАТЕ? 482 
Tipov 225 

Тиноосотобло 528 
ТишоЕБЕуо, 224 

Тіубойю 567 

Тіиу((оу 96, 367 
Тиоаубооу 197 

хо, 576 

Т.осафоёуеу 476 

т(тӨт 167, 545 

titm 542, 545 

tiyn 198 

ТлерлбХерос, TAquxóXeuoc 490, 594 
ТлеилбХеуос 490-1, 594 
ТӛеулбХАерос 594 
Тлүлблерос 490 

тої (= тод фшос) 482 
16, crasis of 431—3 

то үрарратёа 636 

то буора 432 

то л(одтауіу 511, 636, 638 
td отооүүдХоу (masc. sing. асс.) 635, 637 
то x06vvov. 637 

то удамба 637 

тб (= том) 358 

тб ооетб 519 

wy 625—9 

тбү yoappatéa 627—8 
Toy халбу 629 


Indices 


toy хата 626, 628 
тбүйАшалос 432 

109” бүалџа 418 

тб 336 

той (= тос) 639-40 

тої буросїокс 640 
totos 248, 352 
тоюбтос 349 

тойоС 510, 527, 546 
voigu[- 530 
voiZze(Qaotw 577 
то>лоалтүүоіс 578 
vo(xn 337 

Тбхоао 20 

TOA МӨіуоу 633 

то), МӨос 638 

TOA loyvotóv 633 

TOA Хбүоу 633 

тор 624-9 

тор Bouóv, тор Ворбу 625, 627 
тон хаха. 492, 638 

тон ші) 628 

тби лбуЕоу 624 

TOR фдроу 624 

1Óuóv 433 

tv 225-6, 232 

тәу бетбу 632 

тбуора 433 
ТОМХЕВАХТОМ 233 
Тохсао 20 
тоЕеордтон 600 492, 638 
тол побтаму 511, 636, 638 
tomadew (= толас?) 550 
tonetov 317 

толёоу 317 

tomixhtos 433 

тблісбеу 432 

хоо “Рббоу 632 
Тоохочатос 447 

тос А- 639 

то(с) лара 639 
тбоёрдтоу 513, 594, 635 
тоодтос 352 

тообтоһ 244 

тособтос 349 

Téoorc, corrected 551 
тботоахоу 433 
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тоУлоахеубс 578 
тОУтрдүуүдд ду 578 
тӧХфефісхос 578 
TooyoqAe 21 

тдто 349, 351—2 

тото- 351-2 

toto де хаАшу 239 
t6:tov 83 

тӧто (= бота) 438 
тотоу, еїс. 243—4, 246, 248, 254,259 
тотоу, тотоу 351-2 
той, crasis of 432—3 
“сой” 88 

tov дпибтас 640 

тої ёхүбуоос 639 

той ікоғас 640 

той pév 639 

tov Ефтемоуібо, crasis of 260, 428 
тоооХо0 432 
Tovxo(tov 454 

voouóv 433 

тобуєха 433 

тобуоџа 432—3 

тоос (before 403) 241 
тоботоахоу 433 
tovzteatmyous 578 
тоулемоуібо 143, 260, 428 
tovto- 349 

тобтоу 225 

тойтоы л- 631 © 

тофе (= трофе) 482 
-тр- for -ото- 572 
Тойүдос 441 
тоаүоібоіс 336 
тоаушбоіс 361 
Тойдос 441 
Tooavóg 515 
Тєрохос 225 

toán 469 
ТоереМиос 141 
тоғиахоута 201 

тоёс, late cases of 189 
ТРЕКОРҮХ(ОХ 170 
тоо, elision of 419, 423 
томйхоута, elision of 423 
тошахдутеоос 216 
тріахоуторіоу 216 


тоахоуторіоу 216 

тоиахдуторос 216 

То‹ВєМоъ 141 

1Qujtoaoxot 357 

тоєш- 499 

то!һєещ- 499 

тотоолоцхбс 333 

трітоолоїхос 333 

Torxorgtows 324 

Terxvertiov 218, 548—9 

toipéovov 164 

Тоїєрам 153 

Tewepatetc 298—9, 307 

Тосуєрєєос 306—7 

Tetvepereds 306—7 

Tewepets 306—7 

то(урота 596 

Тріуоранеїс 214, 299, 307 

толлбАоотос 269 

хойт бєотос, corrected 455 

ТокллтбАерос 214, 532 

Тоглтблоџос 214 

той, 195 

toim 356 

Тоітоууос 533 

тоіттоа 326, 538 

то(тто 326, 538 

тоитос 538 

тойну 419 

хомооХоу 215 

Тообау- 323-4 

Toobív 323—4 

ТооСфуюс 323-4 

Тообўу 323—4 

Тоог дуюс 323—4 

vooyfjon 476, 483 

Тоофшу а 201 

Тооффуш 201 

ТРТО 396 

ТохВауёс 477 

тооВМоу, abbreviated 112 

-tt- and -oo- 537-41; -тт- for -xv- 570; -тт- 
written -т- 516 

тоВо 486 

tuyxava 597, 599-601 

Тибдс 346 

Тоос 222 


720 Indices 

тоуро 597 һубоцес 286 

тоуубауо 599-601 “Үсіш 441 

Тоосу: 266 velóc 96, 200—1, 342 
Tugpetdar 202, 535 фес 340 

Tvoonvixóc 536 béow 340 

Tvoenvóc 536 бос 340-1 

Тотбоєғос 438, 488 hvés 340 

Тифеібійто 471 бєс 341 

tOarpatwv 637 béow 340 

тфү 624—9 vi~vu/_V 338-44 

wy молобу 627 via 340, 342 

tary Eévov 632 -via, perfect participles in 338—9 
тфү ҳопибтоу 627 vié 340 

тфүбАралос 432 viga 342 

тф 358, 360-2 viet 342 

wou (dual) 366 гіс 342 

tw 366 viéog 342 

tac 336 viños 342 

тор 624-9 0165, huids 340-2; scansion of 340—2 


тор віоебентоу 638 
тор реүблоу 627 
Tõu лротёроу 625 
тфу 232 


Ү 


v- 261-6; v~o 217-8; v~o 337; v— ov 
266-7; v~vi/_V 338—44; v and 1, meta- 
thesis of 266; v written E 267 

Y for п 267; Y for (0), [0°] on early ostraca, 
vases, etc. 260—1 

ü 97 

-ta, perfect participles іп 338—9 

“Үфмаебс 524 

hvfvo&c 524 

9Во(оос 97 

"Хуєїа. 205—6, 416-8 

tyetévovtos 201, 298 

“Үүгіуос 416—8 

“Үүда 205, 416 

*Yyia 205—6, 416—8 

Фүгаа, “Yyleva 205—6, 395, 416—8 

Yyvela 361 

“Үүшіуос 416—8 

"Yyieve 298 

буу) (masc. nom. sing.) 639 

бүйүү 206 


vids 96-7, 200, 342 

bids 95,97 

0165 95, 97 

Һорс, hvihc 38, 340, 461 

vAw (= (Абу) 168, 266 

-U- 222 

буєїм 199 

“Үнесоейс 525 

“Үнйсаос 538—9 

"Yunttóg 539 

JYNIEx 350 

hvóg, 065 340—2; scansion of 340-2; tds 
written ос 261 

тлаоүуоео 163 

inágxn 361 

“ҮлЕоХос 36 

bnexteOnu£vog 171 

олеБотђобреусс 529, 575 

флеоалтал 520 

“Үлеофдоеюі 318 

“Үлгофдоеоь 318 

ҮПЕРГҮРОМЕМОХ (énnoyvoouévoc?) 163 

txéoms 97 

флетиое 196 

олтоєтбу 41 

x6, elision of 420 

Олд рахоёс 297 

broyeagitw 366 
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флбүооу 339 
блоїМиладам 534 
bnóAvxov 337 
флолеілтеку 202 
олософооуотоќ 232 
болосун) 88 
0лбоона 548—9 
флооофооушотой 232 
олбуолкос 465 
“Ynwoeatyns 311 
-ҮХ for -evs 345-6 
his 340 

ҮсовоХбос 558 
Үсоод ос 558 
botegaar 294 

Ьйтос 260, 269 

hvóc 42, 340 

huts Кефолёос, scansion of 212 
фф” évóc 498 
hvqozAe 462 
ілре(ота) 201 
"Уфаєлоїє 138 
“Yyitw 506 
hugoonvhe 462 


Ф 


ф-В 471—2; ф- 0 470-1; p~n 452—5, 
468-9; ф for Latin [f] 469-70; ф for Latin 
[p] 468—9; ф, spirantization of 469—70 

Ф = Ө 470-1 

Фафца)м(бс) 403 

ФоВіу 403 

Фарш 403 

Фатоєбс 481 

Фо(аЁ 37 

Фаїдшовофос 513 

Фоцбооутйс 483 

Фоцбоут с 483 

Фолоот(о 529 

Фаїотос 164, 345 

ФАЈФАІОХ 460 

Фолабо 487 

Фалахоѓоуос̧, corrected 233 

Фодловю 152 

Фаїтобос 233 

PadddvOo0 532 
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Фауохеомс 481 
Фауфаїос 293—4, 460, 594 
gagavyia 600 
ФооӨЕуос 458 

pagt- 477 

фасхомол 235 
фаоходам 235 

Фаотос 345 

фатут 468 

Фёбидоу 298 

Федуутої 297 

Феїбіля 515 

Pedo 470 

Федгіуоу 202 

géet (infinitive) 636 
фёре.Утрүербу 577 
Фғоёфаса 451, 536, 540 
qéoooa (after 350) 258 
Феобфатта 451, 536 


“Фероёфолта 450-1, 536, 540 


Pegoepovyn 450-1, 536 

Феооефоут (dat. sing.?) 356 

ФЕРФ (= Феоефатта ог Ферофатта?) 451 
Фтуаєйс 284 

Флүүсцебс 284 

Фиуєєбс 296 

Фіотос 345 

gO 570-1 

ФӨцеуйхо 433 


фӨбтү 132 
Фибүро 481 


Фиюдебс 440-1 
Фи0Мцоу 533 
@uyahets 440-1 
ФуүоХМа 441 
Фібаху- 468 
quoóáxveXiÓpa 577 
Фїбирос 199 
ФіХаоүос 478 
Филцату 402-3 
quU fquovoc, corrected 233 
quiv 191 
ФиМлис 515 
Фімлос 515 
piota 136 
ФОдадбес 533 
Ponor 336 
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Ф.)дборос 396 
ФіЛохћёис̧ 148, 157 
Фіха 204 
Фдоходтею 320 
ФіЛоџВобтох 616 
Pudopévev 161 
ФіЛортће(ӧтс 192 
Dounia. 192 
ФіЛортМӧо 192 
9ILOMSE 551 
фУО.охдєу(єс 131 
фМ.олоу(оцс (genitive sing.) 366 
ФиОюооёралас 124 
ФО.одоёуоу 551 
фЭ.отЕцобутоц, 196 
фО.отЕйиос 197 
фдотцююс x- 529 
Putias 558 
ФОонуороо 366 
Pipov 481 

Фіутіас 558 
Фюбреуа 144 
І%оСеу 549 

Фицас 481, 487, 558 
Ф\оВіа 445 
Фхофіамос 445 
Фарос 444—5 
Pdrapéviog 140 
Фхашуюс 140 
QAaovía 444—5 
Флболос 444—5 
Флоу 445 

ФХаміа 445 
Piaviavés 445 
ФМолос 444—5 
Фієасос 135, 322-3 
PrePovagiw 483 
ФАеибоос 135, 322-3 
Peros 135, 323 
ФАбооу 231 

фАос (= flos) 231 
ФХойсцос (= $vAóovc) 477 
Фімес 346 
QMYEZZ 346, 533 
@OINEIS 190, 551 
ФОІМІХ> 471 
Podarets 286 
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ФОМиос 220-1, 446 
Фоугцос 96, 200, 367 
Фбухоо 26 

@ogéet, scansion of 412 
Фоотомудлом, scansion of 222 
Фобос 220—1, 447 
Фобхомос 447 
Фобохос 220 
Фара 568 

фоа5- 477 
фоаоносфуа 131 
Фойорюу 567—8 
фо@ткооу 534 
Pocargiwv 485 
Фоғбошюс 512, 523 
ФосбоМмос 25, 512 
Фоғаобоу 523 
Фовдооюс 523 
Фоғбооһмос 25 
Фоеикюс 148, 153 
Фоғоғфбут 450, 476 
Фоғсофбуп 389, 450, 476, 536 
Фоєсоєфбуп 450, 476 
Фововеффуес 450, 536 
Фоғссофбу 476 
Фобооу (after 350) 258 
Фообоаруос 240-1 
Фооюобу 240 

Фобүес 472 

Фоброу 492 
Peuvicoxov 529 

“ройс 398 

фо, see p 

ФУ in Attic script 20-1 
Фууғла 126, 455 
ФлХдою (nom. sing.) 639 
фоласоо 541 

фо\атт 338 

фолбтто 541 

ФуМба 516 

фуМу for puàńv 168 
Фчолоотоблоу 262 
vidi 358 

Форуцуос 476 
Фоохїшуос 51 
фитєбоута (асс. pl.) 639 
-фф- for Latin -pp- 468-9 
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Фохаедс 286 
Фохоібес 292 
Фоха(бос 292 
ФохсиейОс 286 
Doxarés 286 
Фохойбюу 292 
Фохсихос 292 
Фохаіс 292 
Фо ас 227 
Фботос 236 
фоофбоооу 449 
Фоюфброс 449-50, 470 


X 


X^ y 471—2; y~ х 452-5, 468—9; у, spiranti- 
zation of 469—70 
X, abbreviation for one chous 112; for 1/8 
обої 111 ff. 
xal (= ха!) 468 
ХАПППО 482 
Xathéotatog 480 
yaioe xai nolo це 38 
Хоцоёас Хацобоо 145 
Xaigebéuo 43 
ХолреАєібтс 373 
ХоцоёХидтүс 373 
Хоцоёовоёлт 571 
Хоцоєоотоёлл) 528 
Хоцоёотатос 480 
хіоете оі 424 
хоіоета 144 
хаїот 164 
хо\олуу xai лоїо unv 38 
Холрќа хол 640 
Хоаіюілос 513 
Хоцоиоу (synizesis) 412—3 
Xaron- 533 
XAIPZ for уаїоє 168 
Харотобтту 398 
Хадххейта 466 
Хоћкебттс 310 
Xadnerarat 466 
Xadxevatys 310 
хоку 461, 465 
yox". 356 
Xad[xnddvios 466 
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Xodnitoges 466 
ХаМадхох 466 
ХаХхібттс 311 
Хо)хибеос 466 

хадніоу 461, 465 

Халис 466 

хадховіукє (dat. sing.) 355 
yoXxo8ipem 465 
хо)хоӨтүнт) (dat. sing.) 355 
хоХхау (after 350) 258 
yaÀxóc 465 

хаХхо%с 452, 465 
хоХхофс, abbreviated X 111 ff. 
хоХхф 359 

Хамт 452, 461, 465 
Хадупдомос 459, 466 
хоХхіоу 452, 461, 465 
*«aXxobc 452 

Харғїуос 199 

Хареіоос 166 

хаоєітоу 137, 202 
харётоу 137—8, 202 
Хаоофоюс 166, 169 
Харидебо 301 
Xagud£vovc 157 
Xagivog 199 

Хар уо 45 

Хао1%36 22 

Хаобоиос 166 

харшот шоу 528 
хаоһотцогу 402 

Xaotuv 402 

yaoueov (= убАхеоу) 483 
Xagxhijg 397 

Хаоолс 20 

Хборофс 20 

Хаолібоу 397 

xaoxov (= Міхбохоу?) 460 
ХахроМоу 460 
ХахуМоу 481-2 

Хеілоу 194, 197 

Хє(рюу 194 

хеоас 190 

хеое 298 

Хеоғас 297 

Xegecteatm 297 

Хеооу 194 
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Хєрроу ос 536—7 
Херооупоѓттс 536—7 
Хєробуцоос 536—7 
Хёооос 536 
Xegoovaaios 537 
Хєрсоу окос 536—7 
Xegoovyaitys 536—7 
Xéoxvog 459, 478 
yevato 348 

хехаоюо9- 459 

Хйоос 170 

y8 570-1 

x8óvvvog 516 

Хгухауо 459 

XIEQN (= хоефу) 484 
718шу, худюу- 452, 461, 467 
yor 194 

Хдоу 194 

yuvyavev 459, 593 
ХІОКОУХ (= хобуомс) 485 
XIPENEIA, corrected 390 
хюібша 196 

Хіроу, Xtewv 193—4 
Xipdvera. 194, 390 
Ху, хілоу- 452, 461, 467 
хХахёа. 476 

ХМоофос 192-3, 463 
yon 326 

y^oia 326 

y^oim 326 

удома 469 

Хуифоідтіс 460, 560 
-yoew 334 

хо! 428 

-yowo 334 

хойуіс 551, 552 
хо(о&ос 318 

хоіоеос 318 

хоіохоу 394 
Xodagyéos 224 

Хос 467 

Хо арүба, 532 
ХодХе(дүс 374 
Хос, corrected 355 
Холмс 374 
XoAMÓng 374 

Хб)дос 460, 467 
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убудту 398 

-хоос, compounds of 452 
XOPIOQ 49 

Хбоо(с) 640 

Хоро, Хоро 640 

-yovc, compounds of 452 
Xeareédnyos 478 

хоёа 318 

хоғіа 318 

ховіац n- 632 
Хоєрпиідніс 37 
Хоєроуіфтс 214 
yoeotds 162 

хопибтоү хотоол) 630 
хойоси (= хойобол) 569 
хопоотў 528-9 

хопотіі 366—7 

xontds 506 

2048аі 459 

XPIMATA 168 
Хоороу| 214 


Хооноуібтс 214 
XeovooU 267 


Хоо0да 399, 478 
ХРУТН 396 
хоосаулеХ4ібос 597 
Xovoágw 403 
Xovotíg 369 

Хомоедс 453 
Хоюотс 453 

хомабс (after 350) 258 
хохсохоїс 452 
Xevooxóog 452 
Xovooyóg 452 
Хофоллос 397 
хомобі 337 

Хофиоу 214 

Хоотфі (= Хоштф) 366 
хо, see 5 

ХУ in Attic script 20-1 
xd. 432, 498 

xvoà 482 

Xvtv(a 467, 469 
хотоа 467 

Хутоєаїс 467 
xuteidvov 467 
xvteoyavAous 467 
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-XX- for -xy- 541-3 
yo 433 

"yo 426 

ХОР = xootov 102 
xoot(u)ov 211 
хшоіоу оу Koval 214 


v 


тр 555—6; w written о 555—6; їр written ло 
555; р written ФУ 20-1 

W used instead of ФУ before 403 B. C. 31 ff. 

Wapáðe 40 

Wapá® 121 

алфф 541, 544, 556 

Wagqx 544 

Фоафб 544, 556 

ЧФернавт 121 

фра 548 

зрёфюра. 45 

фоўф[ора 41 

лрифіората, elision of 423 

риро, 460 

лрууєїа 455 

Wuttahiav 436 

ухаа 455 

оҳ (acc. sing.) 637 


Q 


w~a 233—5; о ~o 223; w ~w. 358-67; w 
written QI 358, 365-7 

Q for [б] 47, cf. 39-40, 8; Q іог(о| 47-9; Q 
for [>] before 403 B.C. 31 ff.; Q for wi 358— 
62; Q for Latin au 235—8 

“Оаебс 284—5 

"Qate 285 

“Оабеу 227-8, 502 

“Ос 285 

За) 285 

hóat(?), deme name 227 

‘Qarevs 227-8, 284—5 

hoaieóg 284 

"Quis 227 

"Qao 285 
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бү ха! 632 

hóy y- 630 

*Qó6vootóc 484, 540 

'Qiüjgev 227, 332 

ол--о, 335-7, 3; о-о 358-67; wi for w 
358, 365-7 

@t, monophthongization of 353—65; before 
200 B.C. 358—9; 200 B. C.—end of the first 
century B. C. 359—62; Roman Period 362-5 

wt written © 358-62 

du (= Ф) 366 

шіуохбт 337 

-Фїос, "бос 208 

Gx(ac 487 

ФА Afyovow 633 

"Quoc 235—6 

лос 236 

"ОХорлїо 230 

“Ойлааебс 47, 484 

Фил- 632 

ФраМоуү 226 

Фросау 224 

Фу) 633 

-Фубис, names in 400 

-өзуібтіс, names in 400 

фулер 624 

флак 224—5, 227 

Ообоюс 230 

'Qor(0va 339 

'Qoóxvog 233 

”Фробухос 220, 236, 600 

Фохофдоос 452 

фос абтос 533 

фас л- 530 

Gore, elision of 422 

ùxopog- 226, 452 

wv 385 

”ОфеМюоу 144 

"Офіїшт 144 

"Офіїйшу 144 


Т,Т,Э 24, 113, 118; as letter-label 118; as 
alphabetic numeral 113; МЄТос 24; Топ 
dikasts’ pinakia 118 


INDEX OF SUBJECTS 


A 


abecedaria, contain ¢ 23 

abbreviations, used in this book XXIX ff. 

abbreviations, in pre-Roman texts 99—101; 
shortening or curtailment of words 99—101, 
in conjunction with punctuation 99—101, 
abandonment of use of punctuation in 3rd 
c. B.C. 84, 101, use of blank spaces with 
101, rare types of 101; abbreviations in 
Sth-c. inventories 99, of the Erechtheum 
100, in trib. lists 99, in 4th-c. inventories 
100, in mortgage texts and dikasts’ pinakia 
101; rarity of in decrees 100, in Attic Stelai 
99, in dedications and sep. monuments 
100-1; late cases of O for OY due to 
abbreviation 256—7; abbreviated demotics 
100 ff. 

abbreviations, in Roman Period 101—5; types 
in use 101-2; use of signs of abbreviation 
102—5; in I? 2776 107 

abbreviatory symbols 105-7; symbol for 
patronymic 105—6; in II? 2776 107 

Academy, name of 128 

accent marks, in texts of Roman Period 97—8 

accent, shift of 393—4 

accusative pl. in -éag 153 

accusative sing. in -éua, -xÀéia. 152—3 

acrophonic abbreviations 106—7 

acrophonic numerals, see numerals 

adjectives in -е(1)ос, omission of iota in 312-8 

Aemilianus 140 

Africanus 141 

Agamemnon 568 

agma 583—4 

Aineia, ethnic of 310—1 

Alcibiades, ostraca of 37, 173—4, 192-3 

Alleius 367 

Alopekonnesos, ethnics of 217 

alphabet, used to label objects, see letter-labels 

alphabet, see Attic script, Ionic alphabet 


alphabetic numerals, see numerals 

alphabetization, to organize 
lists 119 

ambiguity іп demotics in -Е(5/Е0с 304—5; in 
interpretation of orthographical variants 
13-8 

Ambracia 435 

Amedokos 439 

Amphiareus, etc. 125-6 

Ampliatus 141 

anaptyxis, vowel 407-9 

Aneius 367 

Anneius 367 

antisigma (punctuation) 86—7; used along with 
287, 106 

Antistius 140 

Apameia, ethnic of 309 

aphaeresis 426-7 

аросоре, vowel 410-1 

apostrophe, on texts in Roman Period 97-8 

Appianus 468—9 

Appius 468—9 

Apuleius 367 

Aquila 447—8 

Aquilinus 448 

Aquillio 448 

Aquillius 448 

archaism 9, 25, 50, 63—4, 219, 259, 336 

archaisms, false, see false archaisms 

Archinos of Koile and Ionic alphabet 26—7 

archon list 11 

Arfocrates 469 

Ariadne 565—6 

Arpocrates 469 

arrangement of texts 52—73; see also direction 
of writing, boustrophedon, retrograde, left- 
to-right writing, stoichedon, syllabic divi- 
sion, vertical writing 

Arrephoria, etc. 127-8 


names in 
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Arrhidaios 129 

article, see definite article 

aspirate ~ voiceless stops 452-5, 468—9; 
aspirate assimilation 455-64; aspirate clus- 
ters 570-1; aspirate dissimilation 449ff.; 
aspirate metathesis 464-8, 452; aspirates, 
geminate 541—6; aspirates, spirantization of 
469-70; aspirates, voiced 471 ff. 

aspiration, initial, see [h] 

assimilation of ёх 579-87; of aspirates 455— 
64; of final consonants, see final conso- 
nants; of final nasals, see final consonants; 
of internal nasals, see nasals; of liquids 
478—9; of vowels 387 ff. 

Assos, ethnics of 133, 524 

asteriskos (punctuation) 90; decorative uses 
90; with numerals 115; as symbol for 
denarius 107 

Attalus 407 

Attic script 19-26, 41-5, 47-51; distinguish- 
ing features of 19, admixture of Юмс letters 
in 41-5, sporadic and consistent omission 
of [h] in 493-4, ФУ, XX in 20-1, Q=[o'] 
in 47-9, last decrees іп 29, supplanted by 
Ionic alphabet 29, 26—7, last vestiges of 49— 
51, on 4th-c. Panathenaic amphorae 50, on 
post-403 coins 50, archaistic revival of 9 

Aufidius 236 

augment in £t- for ni- 369, 381; in ev- for nv- 
384—5 

Aulus, etc. 236 

Aurelius 236 

Auruncus 236 

Avidius 445 

Avienus 391, 445 


B 


Berisades 436 

blank spaces as punctuation 83 ff. 

book rolls on vases, Attic vs. Ionic script on 
34; written boustrophedon 56; written 
stoichedon 61 

boustrophedon 54—6, 50; earliest cases of 52, 
lists of examples of 54, rarity of in dipinti 
56, occurring in graffiti, ostraca 55-56, 
avoided in name lists 55, employed after 
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540 B. C. to avoid starting a new line 55-6, 
late examples due to religious conservatism 
56; false boustrophedon 56, 55 

Boutalion, ostraca of 260—1 

Boutheia, ethnic of 309 

Braccius 527 

breathing, rough, see [h] 

breathings, written on Roman inscriptions 
97-8 

Brikindara, ethnics of 438, 567 

Brindisium 141 

Britannia 141 

bronze, public texts inscribed on 2; see also 
dedications, bronze 

Brundisium 141 

Brygindara, ethnic of 438 

Brygos painter, signature of 437, 453, 471-2 

Bsylleion, ethnic of 313 


С 


С = 1/2 obol 111ff. 

Calpurnius 481, 483 

Calvina 447 

Calvinus 447 

Calvisius 197, 447, add. 

Candidus 439 

Canuleius 367 

capital letters, use in citing texts XXV 

Capito 141 

Capitolia 141 

capsarius 403 

cardinal numbers, elision of 422-3, 419 

Carian, variation of -\\- and -A8- in 484, 558 

Cassianus 526 

Cassius 526 

Cauda 236 

Cauponius 236 

Censorinus 488 

Cerealis 141 

Chalchedon, ethnic of 133, 459, 466 

Chalke, ethnic of 310—1, 466 

chous, abbreviated on vases 112 

CIA, how cited XXVII 

circumflex accent, written on a Roman in- 
scription 97-8 

Civica 446 
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Claudius 229, 231, 235—7 

Clodios 229, 231, 235—6 

closer pronunciation of £/.— vowels 149 

clusters, see consonant clusters 

Clytemnestra 569 

Cn - Gnaeus 565 

Cnossos, ethnic of 524 

Cocceius 367 

Comenius 140 

compendia 108—9; typical types іп Roman 
texts 109; in'System of acrophonic numerals 
110-1 

composition, assimilation of nasals in, see 
nasals, assimilation of 

composition, [h] in 497—9 

compounding vowels 139 (KoAAe-), 217 (оі- 
xótns, Кероовлелтис, Pevddorgatos), 450 
(Феооо-, Феооо-, Фоєсо-), 451 (бохе-, 
арх-) 

consonant clusters 555 .; dyadic clusters 
556-71, containing liquids 556—9, contain- 
ing nasals 560-9, simplification of 558, 
561-5, 569—71, aspirate clusters 570—1; 
triadic clusters 571—5, simplification of 
571-4; syllabic division of consonant clus- 
ters 66-68, 72-3; incomplete rendition of 
clusters 555, 571—2, 480, 17; clusters, gemi- 
nation of о, x in 527-34 

consonantal u, Latin 442—7 

consonants, final, assimilation of, see final 
consonants 

Constantius Ghlorus and Galerius Maximia- 
nus, edict of 4, 295, 299 

contra metrum spellings 211. (intervocalic 
юма), 386, 516 (Evatov), 418-9, 424-6 
(elision, scriptio plena), 434 (crasis), 642—3 
(movable ny) 

contraction, vowel 414-8 

Copies, texts known only from 12-3 

Cornificius 407 

coronis, written on Roman inscription 98 

Corcyra, ethnics of 217 

crasis 427—34; in Archaic Period 427-8, in 
public texts after ca. 480 428—32, in private 
texts after ca. 480 432—4, in metrical texts 
432—4; crasis and contra metrum spellings 
434 
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Crescens 488 

curse-tablets, see defixiones 
curtailment, see abbreviations 
Cyriacus of Ancona 12, 137 


D 


Dafne 470 

dates, how cited XXVII; and archon list 11 

dating, of texts on basis of grammatical 
phenomena 18 

dative sing. in -et 369, 377-80 

deaspiration 449ff.; in 'Ахабдйшаа 128, in 
ФУ, Xx 20-1 

Decimus 406—7 

Decius 526 

decrees 3; punctuation in 83—4; sporadic and 
consistent omission of Н = [h] in 493—4 

dedications, bronze 8; private 5; public 3-4 

definite article, assimilation of final nasal of 
624—9, 632—3, 635—6, 593—4 

defixiones 7-9; I for є оп 144, n~e оп 161, 
n~ оп 165, n~e оп 170, о-- о оп 224, 
simplification and false writing of geminates 
on 516, omission of final -v on 637, omis- 
sion of final -с оп 640 (See also ” Аоташс, 
“Оф/Аоу, НПАУАХ in the Greek index) 

demotics, confusion of different types 409; in 
-0цЕйс, -аєбс 279-85, іп -ЄєОс, -єЄЕОС 
304-8, ambiguity of certain forms іп 
-e/_V 304, -aç ~ -єєбс in 294—9; 
demotics in -evc, late cases of -Ес in nomina- 
tive pl. of 189 

denarius, abbreviated * 115, 107 

dentals, confusion of 438—9 

diacritical marks, see abbreviations, use of 
signs of abbreviation (102—5); see also 
punctuation 

diaeresis (dialysis) of diphthongs 411-2 

diaeresis (punctuation) 94—7; with iota 95—7, 
with upsilon 97, with omicron 97, peculiar 
uses of 97, appearance of 95 

dialysis of diphthongs 411—2 

dicolon 74—84, 94; in mid-word 83, in Roman 
times 94, on sep. monuments 76-7, on 
dedications 77-9, in Archaic Period 76—9, 
in 5th-c. texts 81—2, in 4th-c. texts 83—4 
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digamma 23—4, 113; in abecedaria 23, rarely 
in dipinti 23—4, in -agv- for -av- 23; as a 
numeral 113, absent in the forms F, C in 
Attic texts of Roman times 113; C in I? 760 
117 

dikasts' pinakia 7 ff.; letter-labels on 118 
diphthongization 208 ff. 

diphthongs 268—385; with short first element 
258—352, with long first element 352—385; 
monophthongization of 353—67, 383; in- 
complete rendition of 17, 260, 300, 345—6; 
348; spurious diphthongs, see єї and ov; 
diphthongs, diaeresis (dialysis) of 411-2, 
synaeresis of 412, synizesis of 411-3 (See 
also the individual diphthongs in the Greek 
index) 

dipinti 6, 1; how cited 11, divergence from 
stone texts in 8; influence of epic on 132, 
535, 539-40; т, à, Ionic forms іп -т in 
131-2, E for v in 138, I for є іп 144, elu in 
176, &—1 іп 190-2, KM- for КАЄ- in 
192-3, Y for [0:], Го?) 260—1, "A8eva(t()a in 
272, E for & (inherited diphthong) 300, 
ло(‹)&- in 328, (h)u.e(8va, etc. іп 342, v for 
ev in 346, е for ev in 347, O for ov (inher- 
ited diphthong) in 351, E for m in 353, 
vowel syncope in 396, 398, 400, vowel 
anaptyxis in 408, crasis in 428, deaspiration 
in 451-2, confusion of aspirate and voice- 
less stops on 453, aspirate assimilation in 
460, 461-2, 463, ф--0 іп 471, omission of 
liquids in 481-2, ”ОХоттейс, etc. in 484, 
omission of nasals in 487—8, parasitic nasals 
іп 489, TAeunóAepoc, etc. іп 490, иг-у in 
491, omission of [h] іп 494, ҺАуос in 503, 
initial [h] due to aspirate assimilation 
503—4, geminates in 513, gemination of 
o/_C in 529-30, Меримом іп 532, false 
geminates іп 533—4, -00-, -00- іп 535, -00-, 
-tt- іп 539—40, о for E іп 551, o for p in 
555, ФӘл(ас, Фіутіас in 558, "Арібүуе, 
etc. in 565—6, о(о)м for ди in 567-8, KAv- 
тоциўотра іп 569, cluster simplification in 
480, 570, 572; assimilation of nasals in the 
Archaic Period in 594—5; omission of final 
- in 640; movable ny in 640—1 (See also 
Ағбоа, 'AÀxuéov, ”Арасос, *Agéruia, 


Васо,  Bóxxe, Вобүос Вобхос, 
Воювеєс, TAvxn, ABEYS, б:00оарфос, 
”Еллборорос, heoeuc, 28е0с, hépa(t)otos, 
GóX(c)ux, Өєбботос̧, Өмуее!Өібес, "Ioga- 
хос, КХМабхоу, Кроёбос, МехахдЕс, vaxi, 
Niónn, бхтффоЛӘу, Панафіос, Пауфаїос, 
Пеоеос, Тотбоёос, huthvc, Һӧтос̧, Фау- 
gatos, Філіас, Хаобуша in the Greek in- 
dex) 

diple (punctuation) 87-8, 106; diple obelis- 
mene 91 

direction of writing 52—7; in earliest texts 52, 
retrograde 52—4, boustrophedon 54—6, left- 
to-right writing 56-7 (See also retrograde, 
boustrophedon, vertical, kionedon, spiral, 
plinthedon, speiredon writing) 

dissimilation, aspirate 449ff., liquid 479—80, 
of syllables 410, vowel 390-1 

disyllabic prepositions, elision of 419-22 

Domitius, Domitianus 140 

Domna 407 

Doric -à in Attic metrical texts 132, 234,9; in 
dipinti 132; va- for vav- 345 

dot, as punctuation in Roman Period 88; as 
diaeresis 95 

double consonants, see geminates 

drachma, abbreviatory symbol бог 111ff.; in 
II? 2776 107 

dyadic consonant clusters 556—71 


E 


-eianus, Latin names in 368 

-eius, Latin names in 367—8 

Elea, ethnic of 311 

elision 418—26; in Archaic Period 418—9, in 
prose texts 419—23, in verse texts 424—6, 
and scriptio plena 418—9, 424—6, omission 
of [h] after 497—9 

epenthesis of nasals 488-91, of (s] 510, of 
vowels 407-9 

ephebic catalogs, use of alphabetization in 119 

erasures, in 12 22 63, 173, 494 

Errephoria 127-8 

errors, persons responsible for 14—5 

eta used for (6), 45, 39—40, used as a vowel on 
early Hymettus sherds 42, used sporadically 
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as a vowel in texts іп Attic script 41-2, 
42-4; syllabic eta 45 ff. 
ethnics, use of т and à in 133ff.; іп -окедс, 
-аєйс 285—6, 280; in -erevic, -eeóc 308—9 
Eumeneia, ethnic of 311 


F 


f, Latin 442; « used for in Greek 469—70 

false archaism 21, 555 (Exoete); 227, 332 
(5069), 326 (ХХойл) 

false assimilations of final nasals 638 

Faustus, Faustina 236 

festivals, names of 417-8; іп -єїа, -ўа, -tia 
169, 204, 206-7 

final consonants 575-94, 616-40; haplogra- 
phy of 575—9; assimilation of 579-94; 616- 
40; assimilation of ёх 579-87; of ёЕ 587-8; 
assimilation of final nasals 588-94, 616- 
38; of ёу 593—4, 617-20, 632—5, 637; of 
éav, Елғабау, Stav, бу 620-3; of definite 
article 624—9, 632—3, 635—8; of other final 
nasals 629-33, 635—6; unusual assimila- 
tions of 636—8; false assimilations of 638; 
final nasals, omission of 636-7; final -с, 
treatment of, omission of 638-40 

Firmus 481 

fisica 470 

Flaminius 140 

Flavia 444—5 

Flavius 444—5 

Fonteius 96, 200, 367 

foreign persons, sep. monuments of 4, 33, 35, 
133-6, 143, 171; Ionic script on 33, 35 

forked paragraphos 91 

fortis and lenis stops XXVIII, 20 (ФУ, ХХ), 
541ff. (xq, 10, ху), 560 (xv, ум), 570-1 
(aspirate clusters), 580, 587 (éy л-, x-, т-, 
Ф-) 

Fulvius 446—7 

fusion, see final consonants, assimilation of; 
crasis; nasals, assimilation of 


G 


Gaius, abbreviated K 438 
gamma, intervocalic, omission of 440—1 
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Gavinius 446 

geminates 511—546; written simplex іп Аг- 
chaic Period 511—3, simplification of 513—7, 
fluctuation in the writing of 517—27, in 
Latin words 526-7; gemination of simple 
consonants 527—34, in clusters 527-32, 
intervocalically 532—4, of [s] 5101 Qo, ро 
534-7; оо, tt 537-41; geminate aspirates 
(ле, 10, xx) 541-6 

genitive pl. in -éuwv 156 

genitive sing. in -биос 155—6, in -xAéoc 247, 
248 ff., 257, 259, in -xAévoug 156-7, іп 
-хХдос 259, in -éoc for -Ews 224 

glide, spirant, between v and є (‘Tyégwv) 441; 
glide vowel, between е and following vowels 
150, between о and v 23 

Gnaeus 565 

Gortyn, ethnic of 437 

Graeceius 367 

graffiti 6-9; in Ionic script 35-8, acrophonic 
numerals in 112, alphabetic numerals in 
116, ligatures, compendia, monograms in 
107-10 

graphic mistakes 13 ff. 

Grassmann's Law 449, 452 

Grynche, ethnic of 309 

Gryneion, ethnic of 309 

guide-lines 62, add. 

gutturals, see velars 

Gytheon, ethnic of 311 


H 


[h] 493—506, 24—5, 9, 25—6; omission of in 
texts in Attic script 493—7, on vases 494, 
misuse of in texts in Attic script 494—5, 
variation in use of in spelling of certain 
foreign toponyms 495—7, after elision and 
in composition 497—9, avoidance of in cer- 
tain lexical items 499—501, huJpioc, 
hwaets, etc. 501—4, retention of after 
403 B. C. in hógoc, hiegóv 24-5, revival of 
in Roman times 9, used after o, p, ^ (gh, ph, 
АҺ) 25-6 

hx 20 

Hairai, ethnic of 295, 496 

Halicarnassus, ethnic of 515, 524 


Index of subjects 


haplography of final consonants 575—9 

Har-pe-chret 462 

Harpocrates 462 

Harpocration 462 

Helaira 138 

Helvidius 447 

Herakleia, ethnic of 309-10 

Herculanus 406 

hil(l)uricus 502 

hillyricus 502 

hoa(i), deme name, set Oa 

Hordeonius 141 

horoi, of the Agora, retrograde on, 53, vertical 
writing on, 58 

Hortensius 488 

hyper-Atticisms 132-3, 496-7 

hyper-lonisms 133, 135 

Hyporeiai, ethnic of 311 


I 


Ialysos, ethnic of 135 

Ianuarius 407, 447 

IG Р, IP, how cited XXVI 

llithya, Шеһуіа 342-4 

-ilius, names in 202 

incomplete letters 142 

incomplete rendition of clusters 555, 571—2, 
480, 17; of diphthongs 17, 260, 300, 345—6, 
348 

Ingenuus 222, 407 

inscriptions, how cited XXV ff. 

Instuleius 367, 407 

internal nasals, assimilation of, see nasals, 
assimilation of 

interpretation of orthographical variants 13 ff. 

interpuncts, with numerals to set off price 
83—4, with alphabetic numerals 115, in 
mid-word 83 (See also punctuation) 

intervocalic gamma, omission of 440—1; inter- 
vocalic iota 208-13; dropped when part of 
о/--У 270-94, dropped when part of 
є/ М 302-23, dropped when part of 
о/.-У 324-33, dropped when part of 
чл/--У 338-44; scansion of 211—3 

intrusive iota 210 


731 


Ionic -1 in Attic metrical texts 132, in dipinti 
132; q8ón 132; оо for Attic тт 538, 540-1 
Ionic alphabet 26—49; official change to 26—7, 
establishment in Delphi, Boeotia, etc. 27, 
used in pre-403 decrees 27--9, used in other 
pre-403 public texts 30-2, used in pre-403 
treaties and proxeny decrees 27-9, insti- 
tuted by Four Hundred in 411(?) 29, used 
in 5th-c. Attic books(?) 34, used in pre-403 
private texts 33-8, in dipinti before ca. 
490—480, 38—9, in dipinti after ca. 490—480 
39-40, іп ostraca 33, 36; sporadic use of 
individual letters in texts in Attic script 
41-5, of H 41-4, of Q 41-2, 44, of E, Y 
41, 44—5; peculiarities in use of certain 
letters 45-9, of H 45-7, of Q 47-9, in 
dipinti 38-9, 45-9; relationship of to use of 
EI = [e] and OY = [o] 31-2, 173, 238-9; 
relationship of to oov, youv 554 

Іопіѕтѕ 219 (Avooxovo(ónc, Kovootoóqoc); 
239-40 (Алато00:о5); 133-5 (ethnics); 
538, 540—1 (oo for тт) 

iota, initial 392-3, 201—2; intervocalic 208— 
13, dropped when part of a/— V 270-94, 
dropped when part of et/_V 302-23, 
dropped when part of ov. V 324-33, 
dropped when part of vi/__V 338-44, after 
diphthongs 209-10, scansion of, 211-3; 
intrusive 210; pre-vocalic, changes in when 
initial or post-consonantal 392—5; post-con- 
sonantal 393-5 (See also би, nt, we in the 
Greek index) 

Isis, names derived from 198 

isochrony, vowel 385—7, 160, 199—202, 228 

Iuventianus 444, 446 


K 


Kaisareia, ethnic of 309 

Kalendae 121 

Kameiros, ethnic of 194—5 

Kerkyaneus 130 

Kerkyon 130 

kionedon writing 59 

Kios, ethnic of 135 

Kleippides, ostraca of 36, 45, 192, 369 
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Kleitias, signature of 192—3 
Klytaimestra 569 

Koine genitive іп -éoc for -Єос 224 
Kortys, ethnic of 437 

Kotylai, abbreviated on vases 112 
kyrbeis 56, 58 

Kythera, ethnic of 523 


L 


Ш, syllabic 396 

labials, confusion of 434—7 

Lamponeia, ethnic of 308 

Lamptrai, see Ларлтоє0с̧, Ларлтреєйс, 
AAAAIITPYZ,  Ларлєбс, — Ларлоєйс, 
Aapnotets, Ларлтофс, ЛартреОс, Лаул- 
тоєбс, Лалтобам in the Greek index 

Laodikeia, ethnic of 309 

Larisa, ethnics of 133, 524 

Latin au written w 235—8, e written a 121, i 
written є or v 139-41, f written ф 469—70, 
-nc- written -Ух-, -үх- 600; -ng- written 
-vy-, -Үү- 600; o written O instead of Q 
229-33, p written ф 468—9, qu 447-8, 
u/ СС written O, OY 220-1, u written О, 
OY 221-3, -ull-, -ullus, etc. 222; Latin 
names, standard abbreviations of 101ff., 
е--і in 139-41, о--ш іп 229-33, vowel 
syncope in 406—7 

lax consonants, see fortis and lenis stops 

lay-out of texts 58-73 

leaves, as punctuation, decoration 89—90 

left-to-right writing 56-7, 52 

legio 141 

lenis, see fortis and lenis stops 

lentiarius 403 

Lentulus 406—7 

Leontis 228 

Lepidus 141 

letter-labels 117—9 

lexical signs, see punctuation 

Licinius 526 

ligatures 108—9 

lintearius 141 

lintiarius 141, 403 

liquids, assimilation of 478—9, confusion of 
483-4, dissimilation, omission of 479-83, 
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metathesis of 476-8; clusters containing 
555-9; voiceless (oh, АҺ) 25-6 

Livia 445 

Livianus 445 

Livius 445 

long consonants, see geminates 

Lucius 222 

Lucius Verus 443-4 

Lupus 526 

Lycian, possible influence of in II? 1365 267, 
$49, 559 


M 


Macedonia, ethnics of 135 

Macedonian names in “Аооі- 129 

Malea, ethnic of 311 

Mantineia, ethnic of 309 

Marcus 136—7 

marks, with Roman abbreviations, see abbre- 
viations 

Maroneia, ethnic of 308 

Masinissa 129 

Massilia, ethnic of 525 

Maximianus 407 

Maximus 407 

measure, units of, abbreviated 112 

medimnus, abbreviated M 112, 114 

Medokos 439 

Mekyberna, ethnic of 435 

Meliteia, ethnic of 292 

Memnon 532 

Menon, ostraca of, in Ionic script 36 

Mesembria, ethnic of 436 

mesogeioi 316 

Messenia, ethnic of 133, 525 

metathesis of v and 1 266; of aspirates 464—8, 
452, of liquids 476—8, of vowels 391 

Methone, ethnics of 234 

metrical texts 9, 211—3, 386—7, 411—3, 424—6, 
432—4, 642-3; EI for e/_V in 151, apocope 
in 410, crasis in 432—4, 427-8, diaeresis 
(dialysis) in 411—2, Dorisms in 132,9, eli- 
sion in 418—9, 424—6, intervocalic iota in 
211—3, Ionisms іп 132, 538, 540-1, mov- 
able ny in 642—3, punctuation in (Roman 
Period) 85, 87-92, 94, synaeresis in 412, 


Index of subjects 


synizesis in 411—3, vowel isochrony in 
386—7 (See also contra metrum spellings) 

Milesian alphabet 27 

mina, abbreviated М 111 ff. 

misuse of Н = [h] in Attic script 494-5 

Mithra, names derived from 129, 453—4 

Mithridates 129 

money, abbreviations for in acrophonic nu- 
meral system 111—2, in Roman Period 107, 
in IP 2776 107 

monograms 109—110 

monophthongization of G1, nt, wt 353-67, of 
àv 383 

movable ny 640—3; replaced by elision (often 
with scriptio plena) in metrical texts 425-6 

Myrina, ethnics of 522 


N 


[п], syllabic 396 

Naevius 446 

names, іп -барос 136, in -ғ()а 318-21, іп 
Өғо-, -Өвос, et for є in 153, 156, in 
-(ag ~ -éac 145—6, in КХо-, & for є in 153 

names, Roman, Latin, see Latin names 

nasals 485—93; assimilation of 588-638; in 
Archaic Period 592—5; after са. 480 B.C. 
595—638; internally 595—616; not in com- 
position 595-601, before labials 595—7, 
before velars 597—601; in composition 601— 
16, of év- 601—5, of ёхатоу- 605—6, of xav- 
606—8, of ovv- 609-16; of final nasals 588— 
94, 616—38, of év 593—4, 617-20, 632-5, 
637, of ёву, Елғабау, Stav, бу 620-3, of 
definite article 624—9, 632—3, 635-8, of 
other final nasals 629—33, 635—6; unusual 
assimilations of 636-8; false assimilations 
of 638; clusters containing nasals 560-9; 
confusion of p and у 491~2, of џ and В 
492-3; nasals, gemination of in clusters 
531-2; omission of, internally 485—8, 
before stops 485—8, other cases 488; omis- 
sion of final nasals 636—8; parasitic nasals 
488-91 

Neandreia, ethnic of 309 

Nerva 446 

Nikomedeia, ethnic of 309 
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nouns іп -Е(1)0, -e(t)a, -&(uov, omission of 
iota in 312-8 

Novia 445 

Novius: 444—5 

numbers, elision of 419, 422-3 

numerals, acrophonic 110-13; explanation of 
system and uses 110-3, compendia in 
110-1, earliest cases of 112, last cases of 
113, for money, weights 111, in conjunction 
with written-out numbers 112—3, in graffiti 
112 

numerals, alphabetic 113—117; explanation of 
and uses 113—7, descending order normal 
114, cases of ascending order 114, 117, for 
numbers in the thousands 114, earliest Attic 
examples 116—7, in graffiti 116, in Roman 
Period 113—7, used with abbreviatory signs 
103—5, 114—5, with the asteriskos (= 
denarius) 115, and punctuation 115, 85~94, 
in II? 2776 113—4, 107, relation to letter- 
labels 118—9 

ny ephelkystikon, see movable ny 


о 


Oa, deme name 228 (etymology, о vs. о іп), 
284—5 (-atetc vs. -аєбс іп Qavs), 502 
(original [h] іп) 

обої, indicated by symbol I 111 ff., abbrevia- 
tions for fractions of 107, 111ff., abbreviat- 
ed in I 2776 107; o~e in 215—6 

occlusives, see the individual consonants in the 
Greek index 

Octavia 446 

Octavianus 446 

Octavius 446 

Odysseus 484 

Oe, deme name 331-2 (etymology, Olíjeev, 
"Ойбєу), 502 (ho&Oev) 

Ofellius 141 

Old Attic alphabet, see Attic Script 

omega, used for [5] 47, 39-40, used for [o] 
47-9, used sporadically in texts in Attic 
script 44, 41-2 

omission, difficulties in interpreting 14 (See 
also intervocalic iota, syncope, (її, liquids, 
nasals, final consonants, [s] in this index) 
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Orchomenos, ethnics of 216 

order of lines reversed 59—60 

orthographical variants, competing 16, 279, 
360, difficulties in interpreting 13—7, as 
evidence for sound changes 15-8, as evi- 
dence for dates 18; orthographical conserva- 
tism 14-15 

ostraca 7—8; divergence from stone texts in 
writing of 8, in Ionic alphabet 33, 36, « for 
[o] оп 48-9, Kì- for KA£- on 192—3, ov 
for (o'] оп 240, Y for [o], [o"] on 260-1, 
ӨєшобӨохАёс, Өєшотохлћс on 463—4 


P 


Paean, see Tarv 

Pairisades 436 

Pamphaios, spelling of 293-4 

Pantuleius 367 

papyri 16, 91, 93-5, 97, 122, 144, 149, 
151-2, 161, 166, 223, 295, 387, 391, 
393-4, 400-2, 405, 410, 435, 438, 440-1, 
465, 470, 506, 534, 560-1 

paragraphos 90-1, 103—4 

parasitic nasals 488-91 

Parion, ethnic of 135 

Parnassus 525 

Paterculus 407 

patronymics, abbreviated D when same as son's 
name 105—6 

Paulus, etc. 236 (av, w, o in), 527 (A vs. AA in) 

Pelargikon 557—8 

Pelasgikon 557-8 

Pelasgoi 557—8 

Pele, ethnic of 310 

Persephone 450-1 

Phaidimos 55, 57, 61 

Pherrephatta 450—1 

phi and theta, confusion of 470—1 

Phigalia, ethnic of 441 

Phleious, ethnic of 135 

phonetic symbols, used in this book XXVIII 

Phosphoros 449—50 

phylai, names of 369, 374—7 

pinakia identifying horses of the hippeis 8, 
208, 359, 441, 516, 523, 560-1 

Plautus, Plautius 238 
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plinthedon writing 59 

point, see dot (punctuation) 

Pompeia 367 

Pompeiopolitae 367 

Pompeius 367 

Popilius 202 

Popillius 141 

Postumus 222, 407 

Poteidaia, ethnic of 296, 311 

praenomina, ignored in alphabetizing 119; 
abbreviations for 101—5 

praese(n)s 488 

pre-403 Attic script, see Attic script 

prepositions, disyllabic, elision of 419—22 

Priene, ethnic of 133-4 

private texts 2, 4—9; Ionic alphabet in before 
403 B.C. 33-40 

Proculus 406-7 

prodelision 426—7 

pronunciations, competing 16, 239, 279, 
360; substandard 16, 166 

prothesis, vowel 409-10 

proxeny decrees, use of [onic alphabet 
in 27-9 

psilosis 494-5, 504—6 

public texts 2-4; Ionic alphabet іп before 
403 B.C. 27-32 

punctuation, in pre-Roman texts 73-84; ear- 
liest texts with 74, list of types in use 74-6, 
principles of use 79-80, in sep. monuments 
76-7, in dedications 77-9, in graffiti 79, in 
dipinti 79, іп Sth-c. publ. texts 81-2, in 
Archaic Period 74-80, and stoichedon 81, 
texts containing more than one type 76-8, 
to mark off metre 80, irrational uses of 80, 
82-3, and blank spaces 83-4, in 4th-c. texts 
83—4; in mid-word 83 

punctuation, in Roman Period 85-98, diaere- 
sis 94-7 (See also diaeresis in this index); 
spiritus asper, apostrophe, coronis, accent 
marks 97-8; other punctuation 85—94, typi- 
cal features of 85-6, list of types with 
illustrative examples 86-94, rare types 
90-4, decorative uses of 88-93, used to 
mark off metrical stichoi 85, 87-92, 94, 
correlated with marks used to indicate ab- 
breviations 102—5, 85-94 
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Pupienus, written Поол ус 391 
Pygela 126-7 
Pythais, Pythaistes 292 


Q 


qu, Latin 447-8 

Quadratus 447 

quaestor 448 

quantity, vowel, loss of 385—7 

Quini(u)s 404, 448 

Quintianus 447-8 

Quintus 448 

Quirinius 448 

дорра 21-3, 113; earliest cases of 21-2, 
replaced by kappa 22, before v 22-3, 261; 
as the numeral 90 113, in II? 2776 113 


R 


[r], syllabic 396, 478 

reduplication in &- for nı- 369, 381, in ev- for 
nu- 384-5 

Regulus 406 

relative pronoun, assimilation of final nasal in 
630-3 

retrograde 52-4; earliest cases 52-3, late use 
because of location of monument 53—4, 
because of lefthandedness(?) 54, late use in 
dipinti 54, in defixiones, magical texts 54 

Roman names, see Latin names 


S 


[s] 506—510; omission, dissimilation of 506- 
10, gemination, epenthesis of 510, voiced 
pronunciation of 510 

S, abbreviation for 1/2 drachma іп IP 2776 
107 

Salvius 407, 447 

sampi 24, 113, 118; in N£Toc on bf. vase 24; 
as letter-label on 4th-c. pinakia 24, 118; as 
the numeral 900 113, on I? 2776 113 

Saufeius 141, 232, 238, 367 

Scapula 407 

schoolboys, slates of 165,7 
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scriptio plena 418—9, 424—6; in elisions of 
verbs normally taking movable ny 425—6, in 
crasis 434 

Secundus, etc. 121, 221 

SEG, how cited XXVI 

Selymbria, ethnic of 133, 436 

Seneca 526 

Seppius 526 

sepulchral monuments 5; use of Ionic alphabet 
in 33-8 

Serapis and derivatives 122-5 

Servia 447 

Servilia 447 

Servilius 447 

Servius 447 

Severus 446 

shortening, see abbreviations 

Short-hand, system of in II? 2783 110 

Sidalces 439 

Sigeion, ethnic of 309 

sigma (punctuation) 86-7 

signs, used with abbreviations in Roman 
Period, see abbreviations 

Silvinus 447 

similar sounds, confusion of 17 

simple consonants, gemination of 527-34; 
simple ~ geminate consonants in Latin 
words 526-7 

simplex writing of geminates 511-17 

simplification of consonant clusters 558, 
561-5, 569-74; of geminates 513—7 

Sitalces 439 

*sl- 25-6 

slates from Plato's Academy 7, 165 

*sm- 25-6 

Sophilos 22, 56, 79 

Sossianus 527 

sound changes, earliest ones in Attic 17-8, 
evidence in inscriptions for 15—8 

sources, used in this book 1—13 

Spartakos 439 

Spartokos 439 

speiredon writing 59 

spiral writing 59 

spirantization of y 440-1, of ф, 8, x 469-70, 
in qo, xo 20 

spirants, see [h], [s], [z] 
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spiritus asper, оп texts іп Roman Period 97-8 

spurious diphthongs, see et and ov 

*sr- 25-6 

Stagira, ethnic of 195 

standardization, lack of 3—6; in decrees 3, 16, 
in other publ. texts 3—4, in priv. texts 5, in 
dipinti, ostraca, graffiti 6 

stater, abbreviated = 111 

statues, texts written directly on 59 

stigme (punctuation) 88 

stoichedon 60—4; earliest examples of 60—1, in 
dipinti 61, in illustrations of book rolls on 
vases 61, in ostraca 61, not found in bou- 
strophedon texts 60, and punctuation 81, 
and syllabification 62—4, 69—72, and guide- 
lines 62, last cases of 63—4 

stone-cutter 14—5, 29 

stops, see the individual consonants in the 
Greek index, see also consonant clusters in 
this index; omission of nasals before 485—8; 
gemination of о before 527-31 

subjunctive in -& 369, 380-1 

subsellius 403, 489 

substandard pronunciations 16, 166 

Sulpicius 468, 470 

sumptuarius 222, 407 

syllabic division 64—73; rules for 64—9, in 
consonant clusters 66-8, with prepositions 
64—5, 67-8, with the article 67-8, with 
movable ny 66; in Archaic Period 69—71, 
and word-end 69—71; in 5th and 4th centu- 
ties 71-3, in naval inventories 72-3; of ov 
(7 Latin consonantal u) 443; and stoiche- 
don 62-4, 69-72 

syllabic eta 45—7; syllabic [r], [I], [n] 396, 478 

syllabification, see syllabic division 

syllables, dissimilation of 410 

sympselion 489 

synaeresis 208ff., 412 

syncope, vowel 395—407 

synizesis 411—3 

Syracuse, ethnic of 524—5 


T 


talent, abbreviated T 111-2 
Tegea, ethnic of 311 
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tense stops, see fortis and lenis stops 

Teos, ethnic of 209 

theta and phi, confusion of 470-1 

three or more consonants, clusters of 571 ff. 

Tiberius 140 

Tineius 96, 367 

toponyms in -e()a 318-21 

Torquatus 447 

Tragilos 441 

Trailos 441 

Treasurers of Athena, expenditures of in 
Tonic script 30, 32, 41 

treaties, use of Ionic alphabet in 27-29 

Trebellius 141 

trema 94-7 

triadic clusters, simplification of 571 ff. 

Tribellius 141 

tribute lists, Ionic script in 30, 32; spelling of 
ethnics in -iqtys, -wás in 134; variant 
spellings involving initial [h] in 496—7; 
punctuation in 82; abbreviations in 99 

tricolon (punctuation) 74, 76-84; in Roman 
Period 93 

truncation, see abbreviations 

types of texts, abbreviations for ХУП-ХУШ 


U 


и, consonantal, Latin 442—7 
Ultinia 443 


V 


v, Latin 442-7 
Valens 443-4 

Valeria 443 

Valerius 443—4 

Varia 443 

variants, see orthographical variants 
Varius 443—4 

Varus 443 

Vegetus 443 

velars, confusion of 437-8 
Ventidius 444 

Venustus 443—4 

Verecundus 443 

Vergilius 443 
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verification of readings 12-3 

verse texts, see metrical texts 

vertical writing 58—9 

Verus 443—4 

Vespasianus 443 

Vetera 443 

Vettius 443 

Veturius 444 

Vibidius 443 

Vibius 443 

Vibullia 443—4 

Vibullius 443—4 

Victor(inus) 444 

Vipsania 443 

Vipsanius 443 

Virro 443 

Vitalius 444 

Vitellia 443 

Vitorius 443 

vocalization, non-Attic 143 

voiced and voiceless stops, confusion of 434— 
40; of labials 434—7, of velars 437—8, of 
dentals 438—9, other cases 439 

voiced aspirates 471—6 

voiceless and aspirate stops, confusion of 
452-5, 468—9; and voiced stops, confusion 
of 434—40, of labials 434—7, of velars 
437-8, of dentals 438—9, other cases 439 
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voiceless [I], [m], [r] 25-6 

voicing of с 510 

Voltinia 443 

Volusius 443, 527 

Vopiscus 443-4 

vowel anaptyxis 407-9, apocope 410-1, as- 
similation 387—90, contraction 414—8, dis- 
similation 390-1, metathesis 266, 391, pro- 
thesis 409-10, quantity, loss of 385—7, 
syncope 395—407 


w 
w, Latin 442-7 


X 


xi, used sporadically in texts in Attic script 
44-5, 41-2; misread as sigma by early 
copyists 552—3, 13 


2 


[2], due to voicing of [s] 510; gemination of 
527, 530; written 6, of 547-9 

[zd] 546 

Zeleia, ethnic of 311 
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